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PREFACE 


This narrative of Stalin’s life ends somewhat indefinitely with 
the years 1945-6. This is as far as the biographer can at present 
carry his story. No documentary evidence is available on which 
a description of Stalin’s role in the last two or three years could 
be based. I hope, however, that the closing chapters of this 
book do shed some light upon Stalin in the aftermath of war. 
A very short time ago it would have been almost impossible to 
carry the story beyond 1938 or 1939. Fortunately, however, the 
recently published official documents and the war memoirs of 
western ministers and generals have cased my task, but no 
comparable documents or war memoirs have been published in 
Russia. The writer who tries to consider the pros and cons of 
Stalin’s case finds on one side the evidence of Messrs. Churchill, 
Hull, Byrnes, Harry L. Hopkins’s White House Papers, and 
others. On the other he finds almost nothing, except a few 
coloured fragments of semi-official disclosures contained, 
strangely enough, in scripts for Russian films, such as Virta’s 
Stalingradskaya Biti% for this has been the only channel so far 
through which the Soviet leaders have chosen to convey to their 
people an infinitesimal part of the inner story of those great 
years. Clio, the Muse of History, has failed to obtain admittance 
to the Kremlin. 

It is, indeed, a sad paradox that the nation which bore the 
greatest and the most heroic sacrifice in the Second World War 
should be the one that is allowed to know least about its diplo- 
matic, military, and political background. Western writers and 
memoirists, as is only natural, tell their tale from their own 
peculiar national and political standpoints, and I hope that in 
using their evidence I have made sufficient allowance for 
inevitable bias. But the very diversity of outlook and judgement 
in those writings is in itself a means of assessing their relative 
trustworthiness ; and it is surprising to find how great has been 
their consonance so far on the crucial facts and even the details 
that are relevant to an account of Stalin’s role. I have, in 
addition, tried to fill part of the gap in the documentary 
evidence by drawing upon private impressions and accounts — 



Vlll 


PREFACE 


relating to this as well as to other periods of Stalin’s career — 
given to me by statesmen, diplomats, and politicians of many | 
nationalities and conflicting political views whose activities 
have at one time or another brought them into touch with 
Stalin. To these men, whose names I cannot mention, I grate- 
fully acknowledge my debt. 

I make no apology for calling this work a political biography. 

I admit that I am inclined to study the politics rather than the 
private affairs of public men. And altogether apart from this, 
it is impossible to narrate the private life of Stalin, since only 
one private letter of his has yet come to light, and this in the 
confiscated book by A. S. Alliluyeva, his sister-in-law.* Nearly 
all biographers who have been tempted to delve into this aspect 
of Stalin’s life have had little of real interest to say, or have had to 
be content with unverifiable gossip. Even so shrewd an observer 
and so notable a writer as Trotsky, who sat with Stalin in the 
Politbureau for nearly ten years, was no exception to this rule. 

As to the early and middle periods of Stalin’s career, it is not 
the scarcity of documentary evidence but its abundance and 
contradictoriness that have troubled the biographer. Stalin’s 
life-story is like an enormous palimpsest, where many scripts 
are superimposed upon one another, each script dating from ^ 
a different period, each written by a different hand, each giving 
a different version of events. Even the scripts in Stalin’s own 
handwriting contradict each other glaringly. I trust that the 
reader of this book will find in it an explanation of this bizarre 
circumstance. For more than twenty years I have watched the 
progress of this palimpsest and now I have examined it again, 
script after script, and compared, checked, and cross-checked 
the conflicting versions. Here I have set out my findings. I have 
tried to avoid encumbering this narrative unduly with an < 
account of the involved processes of comparative analysis by ’ 
which I have arrived at my conclusions. This, I am certain, 
would have wearied the reader beyond measure. Students and 
experts, however, will find the necessary clues in my footnotes, 
where references to sources hostile and friendly to Stalin fre- 
quently appear side by side. 


* This letter is quoted on page 1 28. One cannot, of course, regard as private 
the few letters published for the first time in Stalin's Sochinenya in the last two 
years, for these he wrote, as a rule, ex officio. ^ 
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This b( 5 ok is intended as the first instalment of a biographical 
trilogy to be continued and completed with a Life of Lenin and 
a study of Trotsky in Exile, The main study of pre-1917 Bol- 
shevism and the history of such ideas as the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, the Soviets, the ‘proletarian vanguard’, and so on, 
must have their place in the biography of Lenin. In the present 
volume the growth and evolution of these ideas have been 
sketched only in so far as was necessary for an understanding of 
the chief character. The major part of Stalin deals, of course, 
with the outlook of Bolshevism since the revolution and the 
civil war. 


I gratefully acknowledge my debt to friends and colleagues. 
Thanks are due in particular to Mr. Donald Tyerman and 
Miss Barbara Ward for constant and friendly encouragement 
and advice; to Professor E. H. Carr for expert critical comment; 
and to Mr. D. M. Davin and members of the editorial staff 
of the Oxford University Press for their infinitely patient 
scrutiny of my manuscript and most valuable stylistical sugges- 
tions. Mr. Jon Kimchc very kindly helped me with books and 
documents. I alone, however, bear responsibility for the views 
expressed in the book and for its shortcomings. 

More than to anyone else I am indebted to my wife, whose 
devoted assistance has made this work possible and whose 
critical sense has contributed to the shaping of every paragraph 
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INTRODUCTION 


I WROTE this biography thirteen to fourteen years ago as a book 
for the general reader rather than for the expert, and I did my 
best to state in it the essential facts about Stalin and his career 
as plainly and as non-controversially as possible. When I began 
planning the work, the public and the press in this country had 
not yet quite recovered from their war-time adulation of Stalin; 
when I was putting the finishing touches to it, the air-lift to 
Berlin roared on and Stahn was the villain of the cold war. These 
violent changes in the political climate did not, I think, affect 
my treatment of Stalin: I had never been a devotee of the 
Stalin cult ; and the cold war was not my war. Yet shortly after 
publication a British critic could write that ‘like its subject, the 
book has become the focus of an animated and at times ferocious 
controversy ... no biography in recent years has aroused similar 
interest or evoked similar passionate resentment and hostility’. 
I should perhaps add that most British critics received the book 
open-mindedly and generously — nevertheless, the ‘ferocious con- 
troversy’ did in fact go on for years, especially abroad, on both 
sides of the Atlantic. 

l"he book has been praised or blamed for the most contradic- 
tory reasons, cither as a denunciation of Stalinism, or as an 
apology for it, and sometimes as both denunciation and apology. 
Thus, the late Moshe Pijadc, Marshal Tito’s friend and associate, 
once explained to me why the government of which he was 
a member refused to allow a Yugoslav edition of Stalin: ‘You 
see,’ he said, ‘the trouble with your book is that it is too pro- 
Soviet for us whenever we quarrel with the Russians; and it is 
too anti-Soviet whenever we try to be friendly with them.’ (‘In 
any case,’ he added with a twinkle in the eye, ‘we cannot permit 
a Yugoslav edition to appear because if we did everyone would 
sec at once from what source our great theorists have drawn 
most of their wisdom.’) 

According to an old, golden rule of portrait painting, a good 
portrait is one wl^ich does such justice to the complexity of the 
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human character that every viewer sees in it a differ<ent face. 
Something might still be said for that rule; and judged by it 
Stalin might be said not to have done badly. Almost every 
critic, hostile or friendly, has found in this portrait what he 
has wanted to find and has read into it what he has wished to 
read. Few have been those who have paid attention to the full 
complexity of the character depicted here and to the intricacy 
of a portrait which shows Stalin en jace as the descendant of 
Lenin and in profile as the descendant of Ivan the Terrible. I 
admit that what I have striven for in this work is old-fashioned 
objectivity; and I must also admit that objectivity did not come 
to me easily, that I had to strive for it. Nothing would have been 
easier for me than to produce an accusatory biography of Stalin : 
I had been opposed to Stalinism ever since the early nineteen- 
thirties; I had denounced the cruelties of forcible collectiviza- 
tion while these were still being perpetrated (and not, as some 
of my critics did, twenty or twenty-five years after the event); 
1 had been, at least since 1931 , a stern critic of the Stalinist 
policy which facilitated the rise of Nazism; I exposed the mass 
terror, the purges, and the Moscow trials while these were 
staged; and so on, and so on.^ Briefly, 1 had been a 'premature’ 
anti-Stalinist; and if I had chosen to rehash all that 1 had 
written against Stalin and Stalinism in the course of nearly two 
decades the result would have been a book against which no 
one would have levelled the criticism that it was an apology for 
Stalin. 

However, the one thing I was determined not to do was to 
write this book from intellectual inertia. I decided to take a fresh 
and critical look at the subject, so familiar to me, of my study. 
Some critics have remarked on my 'cool and impersonal’ ap- 
proach to Stalin. Yet the work on this book was to me a deeply 
personal experience, the occasion for much silent heart-search- 
ing and for a critical review of my own political record. I had 
belonged to those whom Stalin had cruelly defeated; and one of 
the questions I had to ask myself was why he had succeeded. To 

‘ In the last years of the Stalin era people in Poland, unknown to me, still 
reproduced clandestinely my brochure Tfu Moscow Trial, which I had published 
in Warsaw in 1936 to expose the ill-famed trial of Zinoviev and Kamenev. In 
doing so, they risked life and liberty; and some were in fact sentenced to many 
years’ imprisonment. I have learned about this only recently from the President of 
the Polish Supreme Court who in 1956 or 1957 quashed th* sentences. 

r 
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answer this question the partisan had to turn into an historian, 
^ to examine dispassionately causes and effects, to view open- 
mindedly the adversary’s motives, and to see and admit the 
adversary’s strength where strength there was. The political 
fighter cannot allow himself to be too severely restricted by 
a deterministic view of the situation in which he acts, if only 
because some of the elements of that situation, and some of the 
chances, are as yet unknown and even undetermined; and 
because he can never be quite sure what will be the impact of 
his own action on any given situation. The historian, on the 
other hand, cannot help being a determinist, or behaving as one 
if he is not ; he has not done his job fully unless he has shown 
causes and effects so closely and naturally interwoven in the 
texture of events that no gap is left, unless, that is, he has demon- 
strated the inevitability of the historic process with which he 
is concerned. The partisan deals with fluid circumstances: on 
all sides men still exercise conflicting wills, marshal forces, use 
weapons, and achieve or reverse decisions. The historian deals 
with fixed and irreversible patterns of events: all weapons have 
already been fired; all wills have been spent; all decisions have 
been achieved ; and what is irreversible has assumed the aspect 
of the inevitable. 

This, the approach from the historian’s angle, accounts for 
the much-debated undertone of inevitability that runs through 
this book. As a partisan I had repudiated many of the deeds 
of my chief character which as a biographer I demonstrate 
to have been inevitable. The contradiction, however, is more 
apparent than real. In both my capacities I have argued from 
the same philosophical-political premisses, but from different 
and partly conflicting angles. 

The objections to my method have been obvious enough. 
When I published Stalin, not all the situations narrated in it 
had receded into history and become irreversible. It was still 
possible to expect, as leading Western statesmen and commen- 
tators did, that, for example, Soviet power would be ‘rolled back’ 
from Eastern Europe, the industrial advance of the Soviet 
Union would be brought to a standstill by a failure of planned 
economy, and so on. By treating as irreversible the post-war 
revolutions in Eastern Europe, which at the time of my writing 
were still in progrfss, and by taking for granted the continued 
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industriaJ ascendancy of the U.S.S.R. at a time, just, after the 
war, when that country was still half in ruins, I admittedly 
ventured into the field of political judgements and predictions 
from which many an historian would have shied off. 1 trust that 
after so many years readers will forgive me this offence, and that 
in judging my explicit and implicit predictions they will con- 
sider whether these have or have not stood the test of time. 

Another criticism, which may still be repeated, is that by 
showing Stalin’s triumphs to have been inevitable I have after 
all justified his record, 'fhe criticism implies that reasonable 
men are or should always be reconciled to the inevitable. I do 
not accept this implication. Some of the proudest moments in 
man’s history are those when he struggles against the inevitable; 
and this his struggle, too, is inevitable. I’he philosopher who 
claims that ‘what is real is reasonable' also maintains that ‘what 
is reasonable is real’. History runs its course on various levels, 
superficial and deep, of reality and necessity. The generation 
of Russian revolutionaries which perished in resisting Stalin’s 
autocracy represented not less than he did an historic necessity, 
but one of a different kind. And I may perhaps remind critics 
that, having demonstrated the ‘inevitability of Stalinism’ and 
dwelt on its positive as well as negative aspects, I concluded my 
study, nearly eight years before Khrushchev’s famous revelations 
about Stalin, with this emphatic forecast of the ‘inevitability’ 
of de-Stalinization : ‘. . . history may yet have to cleanse and 
reshape Stalin’s work as sternly as it once cleansed and reshaped 
the work of the English Revolution after Cromwell and of the 
French after Napoleon.’* 

‘ How some critics received this forecast can be seen in the following passages 
from Franz Borkenau’s very long essay on Stalin published, as a special feature, 
in periodicals appearing in various countries under the auspices of the Congress 
for Cultural Freedom {Der Afonal, Preuves, and others) : 

‘Deutscher's perspective is utterly false. . Napoleon’s person could be de- 
tached from the destinies of France, and the achievements of the revolution and 
of the Napoleonic period were indeed preserved. But it is more than doubtful 
whether Russia’s destiny can be separated from Stalinism, even if Stalin were 
ever to die a natural death. The inner law of the Stalinist terror drives Stalin’s 
Russia, not less, even if more slowly, than the law of the Nazi terror drove 
Hitler’s Germany, to conflict with the world and thereby to total catastrophe not 
only for the terroristic regime, but also for the nation ruled by it. . . . The danger 
of Deutscher’s book is that in place of this grave and anxious prospect it puts 
another one which is more normal and reassuring. According to Deutscher’s 
conception there is nothing terrible to fear because in tlyc main the terrors arc 
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Stalin i?ppears in this edition as it was published originally, 
without change. If I were to write the book anew, I would 
probably do it in somewhat different style. But however differ- 
ently in detail or with whatever shifts of emphasis I would now 
tell the story, it is, I think, better on balance to publish it as it 
stands. The fact that the book has over so many years been the 
object of so wide and animated a controversy has probably 
made of the original text something of a document with which 
even its author should not tamper. And, on the whole, I do stand 
by the interpretation of Stalin and Stalinism given here. 

A great deal of fresh historical documentation has become 
available in recent years (and I have since had access to unpub- 
lished archives) which would make it possible to bring in new 
illustrative material and to expand some parts of the narrative. 
This new documentation, however, far from contradicting the 
story as I have told it, amply confirms it. All that could be re- 
vised at present is the account of only a few incidents of secondary 
importance and of one or two hypothetically expressed opinions. 
Thus Khrushchev’s revelations about Stalin’s conduct of the 
Great Purges bear out completely what I have had to say in the 
chapter ‘The Gods Are Athirst . . There is only one phase of 
the purges which he has thrown into sharper relief than that in 
which I saw it — the phase in which Stalin, having destroyed all 
anti-Stalinist oppositions. Trotskyist, Zinovievist, and Bukha- 
rinist, proceeded to terrorize his own associates and followers 
and to break up the Stalinist faction itself Khrushchev, the old 
Stalinist, had his special motives for dwelling on that last phase 
almost to the exclusion of the earlier and more important 
phases on which I have centred my narrative. Even so, I have 
briefly indicated the last phase too when I related Stalin’s con- 
flicts with Ordjonikidze, Rudzutak, Mezhlauk, and other leading 
Stalinists. It is possible that the historian with full access to the 
archives will give a somewhat different account of the Kirov 
affair and the Tukhachevsky purge; but all that Khrushchev 
has given us about these events are vague and enigmatic hints, 

already in the past. To this conception we oppose the opinion that the revolution 
of the twentieth century shows parallels to earlier revolutions only in its opening 
phase, but that later it ushers in a regime of terror without end, of hostility 
towards everything human, of horrors which carry no remedy, and which 
can be cured only ferro et igni.* Borkenau was the leading light of a school of 
thought which for ^ver a decade was unfortunately extremely influential in 
Western ‘sovietology’. 
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on the basis of which I am not yet in a position to rev^e my own 
story. 

Since 1948 many Western statesmen, in addition to those 
quoted in this book, have published memoirs on the Second 
World War. Of Churchill’s work, of which at the time of 
writing I knew only the beginning, the concluding volumes, in 
which Stalin looms so large, are now available. The Russians 
have at last published Stalin’s correspondence with Roosevelt 
and Churchill. Having ploughed through this mass of new 
material, I see no need to alter my account of Stalin’s role in the 
war, although I could expand it and enrich it; but I could 
hardly do this within the limits of a single volume. 

Of necessity this biography has one large and important gap : 
it does not deal with the last period of the Stalin era, the years 
from 1947 to 1953. 1 am refraining from an attempt to bring the 
book up to date with a final chapter covering this period, be- 
cause all too little documentation on it is still available ; and I 
intend to deal with Stalin’s last years in a separate volume some 
time in the future. But I trust that even in these pages readers 
will find the essential clues to the closing phase of the Stalin era. 

This biography was originally conceived as part of a trilogy 
including also Lives of Lenin and Trotsky. My work on the 
trilogy is still in progress; but two volumes of a study of 
Trotsky, The Prophet Armed and The Prophet Unarmed, have 
already appeared; and the third should soon be completed. It is 
inherent in the design of such a work that certain strands of 
narrative and interpretation should remain only half-developed 
in one part of the trilogy, and that they should be taken up, 
expanded, and brought to the fore in another. And so, although 
Stalin is a self-contained work, which has been and still can be 
read independently, knowledge of the other parts of the trilogy 
would give readers a far more comprehensive idea of the subject 
matter of this study. 

1 . D. 

24 April 1961 
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Stalin’s parents : Vissarion Djugashvili and Ekaterina Gheladze. — The birth (1879), 
childhood, and schooldays of Joseph Djugashvili (afterwards Stalin) at Gori in 
Georgia (Caucasus). — Influence of Georgian folk-lore. — Russians and Georgians. 
— Stalin at the Theological Seminary, Tiflis, 1894-9. — The Georgian struggle 
against Russification. — As ‘Soselo’ (Little Joe), Stalin publishes verses in 1895. — 
Clandestine reading. — Joins Messame Dassy (The Third Group) in 1898. — Indus- 
trial revolt in the Caucasus. — Stalin’s apprenticeship as Socialist lecturer. — His 
expulsion froni the seminary. — The stigmas of serfdom. 

Perhaps in 1875, perhaps a year or two before, a young 
Caucasian, Vissarion Ivanovich (son of Ivan) Djugashvili, set 
out from the village Didi-Lilo, near Tiflis, the capital of the 
Caucasus, to settle in the little Georgian county town of Gori. 
There he started a small shoemaker’s business. Vissarion Dju- 
gashvili was the son of Georgian peasants who only ten years 
before had still been serfs. He himself had been born a chattel 
slave to some Georgian landlord. Had he remained so for the 
rest of his life, he would never have been free to leave his native 
village and become an independent artisan. Certainly none of 
his forefathers could have done anything of the sort. They had 
been tied to the soil, and at best they could pass only from the 
hands of one landlord to those of another. Even in the years 
of Vissarion’s childhood Georgian newspapers still carried 
advertisements in which landlords offered for sale or sought to 
purchase, say, ‘500 or 1,000 acres of land with 50 or 150 souls’. 
The trade in chattel slaves had often been fraudulent; and in 
the archives of Georgian courts, cases were recorded in which 
the same peasant family had been sold to three or more buyers 
simultaneously.* 

Vissarion, then, must have left his village in a mood of hope- 
ful elation. He had become a free man, and now as an inde- 
pendent artisan he hoped to achieve some prosperity. In Gori 
he married a girl of similar humble origin — Ekaterina, the 

* F. Makharadze, ‘Gruzya v XIX vcke’ in Trudy Perpoi Vsesoyuznoi Konferentsii 
Istorikov-Afarksistov, vof i, p. 488. 
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daughter of the serf George Gheladze, of the village of Gam- 
bareuelli. Like many another daughter of poor peasants, she 
may have moved to the town to become a maidservant to an 
Armenian or Russian middle-class family. (The middle classes 
in the Caucasus were Russian, Armenian, or Jewish. There was 
almost no Georgian bourgeoisie ytx — Georgians were cither gentry 
or serfs.) When she married Vissarion Djugashvili, Ekaterina 
was only fifteen years old. Such early marriages were not rare 
in a country where human beings mature as rapidly as the 
grapes under a semi-tropical sun. The couple took a poor 
dwelling at the outskirts of Gori, the rent of which was one and 
a half roubles (roughly two shillings) a month. It consisted of 
only a kitchen and one other room. That room, covering not 
more than five square yards, was dim, for little light came 
through its one small window. Its door opened straight into a 
drab courtyard, from which mud and water would pour in on 
rainy days, since the floor of the dwelling was on a level with the 
courtyard and not separated from it by any steps. The floor was 
of bare brick, and a small table, a stool, a sofa, a plank-bed 
covered with a straw mattress were all the family’s furniture.^ 
The abode of the Djugashvilis, transformed into a museum, is 
now shown to crowds of tourists who visit the place. So is 
Vissarion Djugashvili’s tiny workshop, with its old rickety chair, 
hammer, and lasts. 

It was in that dark, one-and-a-half-rouble dwelling that 
Ekaterina gave birth to three children in the years from 1875 
to 1878. All three died soon after birth. Ekaterina was hardly 
twenty when on 21 December 1879 she gave birth to a fourth 
child. By a freak of fortune this child was to grow into a 
healthy, wiry, and self-willed boy. At baptism he was given the 
name of Joseph; and so the local Greek Orthodox priest, who 
acted as registrar, recorded the appearance in this world of 
Joseph Vissarionovich Djugashvili, later to become famous 
under the name of Joseph Stalin. 

* • • • • 

About his early childhood very little is known. At the age 
of six or seven he fell ill with smallpox; and his face remained 
pockmarked. He fell ill for a second time when a blood infection 


* E. Yaroslavsky, Landmarks in the Life of Stalin, p. 7. 
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developed out of an ulcer on his left hand. He was to recollect 
later that he was near death. ‘I don’t know’, he was to tell 
A. S. Alliluyeva, his sister-in-law, ‘what saved me then, my 
strong constitution or the ointment of a village quack.’ When he 
recovered he could not easily bend his left arm at the elbow. 
Because of this slight infirmity, the future Generalissimo was to 
be declared unfit for military service in 1916.* 

He grew up amid the squalor and poverty into which he had 
been born. Vissarion Djugashvili made an attempt to climb up 
to the ranks of the lower middle class but was unsuccessful. His 
shoemaker’s business did not earn him a living; and so his wife 
‘had to slave day and night to make ends meet . . . and was 
obliged to go out to work as a washerwoman’.^ Even the one- 
and-a-half-rouble rent for their dwelling was paid from her 
earnings. From this, some of Stalin’s biographers deduce that 
Vissarion Djugashvili must have been spending on vodka the 
little money he did earn, a conclusion for which there is some 
basis in the reminiscences of Stalin’s schoolmates.^ Drunken- 
ness was indeed something like a shoemaker’s occupational 
disease — the saying ‘drunk as a cobbler’ recurs in most 
eastern European languages. Vissarion, it is further claimed, 
was cruel to his wife and child. ‘Undeserved and frightful 
beatings’, writes Iremashvili, a friend of Stalin’s childhood, 
‘made the boy as grim and heartless as was his father.’ His 
defences against his father’s heartlessness were distrust, alertness, 
evasion, dissimulation, and endurance. Life was to teach him, 
early, lessons — and some ruses de guerre — that would be useful 
later on. 

This portrait of a drunkard and bully does not perhaps do full 
justice to Vissarion Djugashvili. He must have had better quali- 
ties as well, a spirit of enterprise and curiosity about the world. 
Otherwise he, the son of serfs, would hardly have exchanged the 
sluggish life of his native village for the uncertainties of urban 
existence. In eastern Europe the ‘cobbler-philosopher’ is as 
proverbial as is the ‘drunken cobbler’. Both bywords describe 
occupational propensities which often go together. It was prob- 
ably from his father that Stalin inherited a reflective mind, and 

* A. S. Alliluyeva, Vospominanya^ p. 167. 

^ E. Yaroslavsky, op. cit., p. 7. 

^ 4 L. Trotsky, Stalin, pp. 6-7. 
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he has [limsclf unwittingly given us a clue to the inner conflict 
which made his father grow sulky, bitter, and cruel to his family. ( 
Unsuccessful as an independent artisan, Vissarion left the town 
of Gori and his family, and went to Tiflis where he became a 
worker in the shoe factory of one Adelkhanov. His new position 
apparently humiliated him: his ambition had been to be his 
own master, and now he exchanged chattel-slavery for wage- 
slavery. He struggled against his lot as long as he could, even 
though he had ceased to be the family’s breadwinner. Hence, 
probably, came his irritability and his outbursts. In one of his 
early pamphlets, Stalin illustrated a point of Marxian theory by 
the experience of his own father: ‘Imagine’, he wrote, ‘a shoe- 
maker who had a tiny workshop, but could not stand the com- 
petition of big businesses. That shoemaker closed his workshop 
and hired himself, say, to Adelkhanov, at the Tiflis shoe factory. 
He came to Adelkhanov’s factory not to remain a worker for 
ever but to save some money, to lay aside a small capital and 
then to reopen his own workshop. As you see, the position of 
that shoemaker is already that of a proletarian, but his conscious- 
ness is not yet proletarian, but petty-bourgeois through and 
through.’* There can be no doubt which shoemaker served the 
writer as the illustration for his thesis. The tiny workshop, the 
bad luck in business, even the name of the employer, all were 
part of Vissarion’s story. What had warped Vissarion’s mind 
was the conflict between his social position and his ‘petty- 
bourgeois’ ambition. 

Vissarion did not succeed in ‘laying aside a small capital’ and 
reopening his workshop. He died at Tiflis in 1890, when his 
son was eleven years old. His death probably made no differ- 
ence to the material condition of his family, for the widowed 
washerwoman was accustomed to earn her and her son’s liveli- 
hood. In Joseph’s mind, later, the image of the deceased man 
became blurred — he hardly ever mentioned his father. Recol- 
lection of the ‘heartless beatings’ may, of course, account for 
Stalin’s and his official biographers’ extreme reticence about 
Vissarion.^ 

Much more is known about Ekaterina Djugashvili. There 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. i, pp. 314-15. 

* In the memoirs of the Alliluyevs, which contain much information about 
Stalin’s and his mother’s personal life, his father is neveii.mentioned. 
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was little 'to distinguish her from the great mass of her con- 
temporaries, of whom a Russian poet said : 

Fate has had three ordeals in store, 

The first is to be married to a slave; 

The second, to be mother to the slave’s son; 

The third, to obey the slave until death. 

And all these terrible ordeals 
Beset the woman of the Russian land. 

Ekaterina possessed the infinite patience and submissiveness 
of the eastern peasant woman. She endured her lot with forti- 
tude, bearing no grudge against her husband. She devoted all 
her tenderness to her only surviving son. She was deeply 
religious; in her trials she found her only consolation in church. 
She was also illiterate. Only in her old age was she to learn 
to read, and so prove herself worthy of her famous son. All who 
knew her agreed in admiration of her ‘quiet, restrained dignity, 
which comes to people after a long life spent in worries, the 
bitterness of which has not warped her character’.* Babushka 
Keke (Grandma Kate) remained a modest peasant woman 
even after her son’s ascendancy. When for a time she stayed 
with him in the Kremlin she longed to go back to her more 
familiar surroundings in the sunny Caucasus, and back she 
went. Yet, in her own half-comic but moving way, she tried 
to live up to the role of the great man’s mother. Alliluyeva 
relates how at Borzhom, the Caucasian spa, she once met old 
Mrs. Djugashvili, dressed heavily and solemnly in black despite 
unbearable heat. Asked why she was so uncomfortably dressed, 
the old woman replied: ‘I have to. . . . Don’t you see, every- 
body around here knows who I am.’^ 

It was a truly heroic decision on Ekaterina’s part to send her 
son, at the age of nine, to the ecclesiastical school at Gori. It 
was not rare for children of poor parents to become shoe- 
makers’ or carpenters’ apprentices at this age, but that was not 
the career Ekaterina wished for her son, even though it might 
have eased her own lot. She wanted her Soso^ to succeed where 
Vissarion had failed, and to rise above the humble standing of 
his parents. In her bolder flights of fancy she no doubt saw him 


* A. S. Alliluyeva, Vospominanya^ p. 8i. * Ibid., p. 82. 

^ Soso is the Geclrgian for Joe. Soselo is a more diminutive form. 
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as the parish priest respectfully greeted by the neighbdlirs. The 
prospect was dazzling — only a few years before, ecclesiastical 
schools were still closed to children of peasant estate. 

Soso attended the Gori school for five years, from 1888 till 
1893. Usually he was one of the best or even the best pupil 
in his form. Teachers and schoolmates alike quickly noticed 
that the poor pockmarked boy had a quite extraordinary 
memory and learned his lessons almost without effort. They 
also noticed a streak of self-assertiveness, an eagerness to out- 
shine others that waxed the keener the more Soso grew aware 
that most of his schoolmates came from wealthier homes than 
his, and that some of them, also aware of the difference, looked 
down on him. Nevertheless, he had the advantage in the class- 
room, where he could recite his lessons with greater ease than 
the pampered offspring of wine or wheat merchants; while in 
the playground he excelled them so much in agility and daring 
that they let themselves be bossed and ordered about by the shoe- 
maker’s boy. It was in this obscure parish school that the future 
Stalin had his first taste of class differences and class hatred. 

There, too, he had his first glimpse of a problem that was 
to keep him preoccupied in his mature years — the problem of 
national minorities. Georgian was the Djugashvilis’ native 
tongue. Ekaterina knew no Russian at all ; and it is doubtful 
whether her husband had as much as a smattering of it. At 
school most lessons were taught in Russian — the curriculum 
provided for only a few lessons in Georgian every week. Soso 
absorbed the alien language witli the ease natural to his age. 
But out of school and at home he went on talking Georgian. 
The native tongue of some of his classmates may have been 
Armenian, or Turkish, or some Caucasian dialect. At school 
all the vernaculars were silenced, and Russian reigned supreme. 
This policy of Russification, enforced by the Government, 
caused bitterness. Even boys in their early teens staged school 
strikes and other demonstrations in defence of their native 
tongue. In the seventies, school riots were frequent in Georgia: 
Russian teachers were assailed and beaten up and pupils set 
fire to schools.^ In the years when Djugashvili attended the 
Gori school there was no such turbulence, but there must have 
been much simmering resentment. 

* Istorya Klasovoi Borby v Z^kavkazh vol. i, Appen(!lix, pp. 89-90. 
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Amon^ the early influences in his life, nature and the tradi- 
tion and folk-lore of his native town played their part. Gori lies 
at a point where three fertile wheat- and vine-growing valleys 
meet. The cliffs outside the town, the banks of the river Kura 
and two other rivers, the walls of an old Byzantine fortress, and 
the fields between the tortuous little streets in the town itself, 
which was half-village and half-town, all offered the boy plenty 
of space for playing freely and escaping from the drabness of 
the parental home. Nature itself made some amends to the 
young slum-dweller for the dullness and stuffiness of his home. 
The country-side abounded in animals, birds, plants, and fruit — 
not for nothing was it believed that this had been the land of 
the Golden Fleece. These healthy surroundings contributed 
to the strong physical constitution of the future Stalin. The 
country-side was also proverbially rich in romance and legend. 
Alexander the Great and Genghiz Khan had fought there. 
Tales of Persian and Turkish invasions were found in the school- 
books. Folk-song and story told of the famous Caucasian 
brigands. In folk-lore, these brigands were often national or 
popular heroes: Georgian noblemen who fought against the 
Russian Tsars, or leaders of serfs, people’s avengers, with big 
and tender hearts for the poor and downtrodden and sly hatred 
for the rich. Their hiding-places were in the snow-capped peaks 
and in caves in the cliffs from which they would swoop down 
to the roads to trap and destroy their enemies. All this folk- 
lore was not far from the facts. The land around Gori was even 
in those days infested by highwaymen. There were multitudes 
of impoverished Georgian petty gentry around, who had no 
defined social standing and no regular incomes but still lived 
mentally in a fading world of clans and feuds. They would 
often engage in fanciful forays against one another or against 
other people who happened to hurt their pride or otherwise 
incur their enmity. The whole land would then resound with 
stories of the raids, exploits that bordered on banditry yet were 
not without romantic appeal. These local Robin Hoods offered 
examples that the boys ‘playing brigands’ in the cliffs and fields 
of Gori must have been eager to imitate. 

The five school years at Gori were thus not altogether un- 
happy for young Djugashvili. But already there began to grow 
in him an awarentss of the social and national inequalities that 
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was to make of him the rebel and revolutionary of liter years. 
It is impossible to say just how strong was this awareness. 
Official Soviet biographers and memoirists claim that already 
at Gori their hero had read Darwin and become an atheist. 
One may doubt whether he could have read Darwin at so early 
an age. But he may have acquired a vague notion of the new 
theory from popular summaries, and his mind may have turned 
against religion. The fact of his precocious mental development 
is established, for in 1895, only a year after he had left the Gori 
school, he was already publishing verses in a leading Georgian 
periodical. He must have tried his hand at verse-writing while 
at Gori. His official biographers also claim that it was there that 
he first acquainted himself with Marxian ideas. This seems 
highly improbable : by that time Marxism had won only a few 
converts at Tiflis, the capital of Transcaucasia, and its influence 
could hardly yet have spread to the Gori school.* Stalin’s 
apologists are only too ready to project his ‘Marxist-Leninist’ 
orthodoxy almost into his childhood. Subsequent events seem 
to warrant no more than the following hypothesis: young 
Djugashvili left the Gori school in a mood of some rebellious- 
ness, in which protest against social injustice mingled with semi- 
romantic Georgian patriotism. While in the upper forms, he 
had been much more impressed by the nostalgic nationalism of 
Georgian poetry than by any sociological ideas. Tn the upper 
classes of the Gori school’, writes one of his school-fellows, Vano 
Ketskhoveli, ‘we became acquainted with Georgian literature, 
but we had no mentor to guide our development and give a 
definite direction to our thoughts. Chavchavadze’s poem “Kako 
the Robber” made a deep impression on us. Kazbegi’s heroes 
awakened in our youthful hearts a love for our country, and 
each of us, on leaving school, was inspired with an eagerness 
to serve his country. But none of us had a clear idea what form 
this service should take.’^ Since Djugashvili was careful to con- 
ceal his rebellious sentiments from his teachers they regarded 
him as an exemplary pupil and helped him to the next stage of 
his career. 

* L. Berya, On the History of the Bolshevik Organizations in Transcaucasia, p. 1 1 ; 
F. Makharadze, Istorya Rabochevo Dvizhenya v Cruzii, pp. 114-28; S. T. Arkomed, 
Rabocheye Dvizhenie i Sotsial-Demokratya na Kavkaze, pp. 49-50. 

* E. Yaroslavsky, op. cit., pp. 9-10. ^ 
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That nixt stage was his matriculation, in the autumn of 1894, 
at the Theological Seminary of Tiflis. His mother’s dream 
seemed to be coming true. As the poor washerwoman was 
unable to contribute to his upkeep at the seminary, the head- 
master of the Gori school and the local priest succeeded in 
obtaining a scholarship for him. The promising boy must have 
felt encouraged by the prospect opening before him. The mere 
change from the small dreamy county town to the sprawling 
and turbulent capital of the Caucasus was dazzling. At the 
age of fifteen he was mature enough to realize the advantages 
of his new position, advantages that not so long ago were 
unattainable to peasant children. He must have travelled the 
forty miles to Tiflis with an exhilarating sense of his own social 
advancement, infinitely more real than the one that had lured 
his father on the journey from Didi-Lilo to Gori some twenty 
years before. 


His stay at the Theological Seminary lasted from October 
1894 till May 1899. For his intellectual development these were 
decisive, formative years. What broader influences were now 
to mould his mind? 

In the last decade of the nineteenth century two problems 
agitated Georgian society : Georgian-Russian relations; and the 
consequences of the abolition of serfdom in the Caucasus. 

Throughout the century Tsarist Russia was engaged in con- 
quering the Caucasus and consolidating the conquest. Georgia, 
which had been a Russian vassal since 1783, completely lost her 
independence. The lot of the Georgians was in some respects 
similar to that of the Poles. But unlike the Poles, who in every 
generation rose in arms to fight for their independence, the 
Georgians made no serious attempt to break away from Russia. 
With them anti-Russian feeling combined with a relative in- 
difference to national aspirations. Their grievance against 
Russia was tempered by the consciousness that Georgia had no 
chance of maintaining her independence in any case, and that 
of all her possible conquerors Russia was to be dreaded least. 
The last Georgian kings had surrendered to the Russian Tsar 
when Turkey and Persia had threatened to conquer their 
country. Religiohs considerations determined the choice — 
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Georgia, like Russia, belonged to the Greek Orthodox Church.* 
In Russian eyes the Caucasus was a place d'^armes against the 
Ottoman Empire, second in importance only to the Danubian 
countries. Russia built the great Georgian military road and 
then the network of Caucasian railways, thereby stimulating 
industrial development in the province. This was one of the 
redeeming features of Russian domination. 

Another was Russia’s cultural influence upon Georgia. 
Although the Georgians prided themselves on their ancient 
civilization, which was much older than the Russian, their out- 
look was that of an oriental half-tribal and half-feudal com- 
munity. Vis-d-vis Georgia, Russia represented Europe. ‘Under 
the influence of western European and especially Russian 
civilization’, writes the historian G. Khachapuridze, ‘European 
customs and manners penetrated into the life of the upper 
classes of Georgia.’^ The policy of the Tsars was full of contra- 
dictions. On the one hand, they strove to Russify the country. 
On the other, they tried to ensure the loyalty of the Georgian 
gentry and clergy. The last Georgian dynasties were deported 
either to central Russia or to Siberia; but the sons of the 
deported kings were allowed to do valuable cultural work for 
their people — from St. Petersburg. Some of them, such as the 
brothers Bagrationi, became the spokesmen of Georgian ‘en- 
lightenment’, translated many European literary works into 
Georgian, and acquainted Russian society with Georgian 
literature and history. Tsar Nicolai I even appointed Teimuraz 
Bagrationi an honorary member of the Imperial Academy. 

Parallel with these influences Russian revolutionary ideas 
spread into the Caucasus. The man who conquered the province 
for the Tsars was General Yermolov, the hero of the battle of 
Borodino in 1812. This ‘pro-Consul of the Caucasus’ showed 
some leaning towards the Decembrists, the leaders of the Liberal 
revolt which took place in St. Petersburg in December 1825. 

* In 1 899, Ilya Chavchavadze, the most prominent nationalist Liberal leader and 
Georgian writer, thus summed up the experience of a century of Russian domina- 
tion: ‘There was no other way out. George XII [the last king of eastern Georgia] 
had to lean either on Turkey or on Iran or on Russia in order to save Georgia. . . . 
He had to make the choice quickly. George naturally turned towards co-religionist 
Russia. This was dictated to him by the will of his ancestors, who had ever since 
1491 repeatedly negotiated with Russia, hoping to obtain her support.* Quoted 
from G. Khachapuridze’s essay on ‘Georgia and Russia ip the Nineteenth Cen- 
tury’ in VopTosy Istorii, nos. 5-6, 1946. * Ibid. 
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He sheltered great writers who had been mixed up with the 
rebels: Pushkin and Griboyedov, who was his minister and 
political adviser, Bestuzhev (Mariinsky), and others. A whole 
regiment which had taken part in the rebellion was deported 
to the Caucasus; and in it many cashiered officer-intellectuals 
served as privates. The deportees kept in touch with the few 
educated Georgians and strongly influenced them. They 
sympathized, of course, with Georgian patriotism, and, more 
advanced than their Georgian friends, they advocated the 
emancipation of the Georgian peasants. 

These early contacts prepared the ground for a continuous 
influence of Russian liberal and revolutionary ideas. The 
Tsars themselves greatly, though unwittingly, contributed to 
this, inasmuch as they chose the Caucasus as one of the places 
to which political offenders were deported. In every generation 
new Russian revolutionaries, and new ideas, made their appear- 
ance at Tiflis, Kutais, and elsewhere in the province. The mili- 
tary rebels and writers of the early part of the century were 
succeeded by Narodniksy agrarian Socialists, from the ranks of 
the Russian aristocracy and civil service. Then came Polish 
insurgents and Russian terrorists, to be followed, towards 
the end of the century, by a quite new revolutionary type, 
Marxist factory workers deported from central Russia. Among 
the latter were Mikhail Kalinin, the future President of the 
Soviet Union, and Sergo Alliluyev, Bolshevik organizer and 
Djugashvili-Stalin’s father-in-law. 

While the Russian opposition thus exported its advanced 
ideas into the Caucasus, the Tsars did their utmost to keep the 
social structure of the country as backward as seemed com- 
patible with strategic interest.* In Russia serfdom was abolished 
in 1 86 1. The emancipation of the Georgian peasants was 
delayed until 1864-9, and even after that — and, indeed, until 

‘ How difficult it is to strike a balance between Russia’s beneficial and harmful 
influences upon Georgia can be seen from an incident, which was not without a 
pleasantly comic touch, at a Congress of Soviet historians in 1929. The prominent 
Georgian Marxist F. Makharadze gave a lecture in which he dwelt with some 
emphasis on the better aspects of Georgia’s association with Russia. This provoked 
a protest from Professor Pokrovsky, then the leading Russian historian : ‘Comrade 
Makharadze has shown us Russians far too much indulgence. In the past we^ 
the Russians, and I am speaking as a Great Russian of the purest possible blood, 
in the past we, the Russians, have been the worst plunderers one can imagine.’ 
Trudy Pervoi Vsesqyuzno?Konferentsii Istorikov-Marksistov, vol. i, pp. 494-5. 
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1912 — serfdom, in the form of ‘temporary servitud6’, lingered 
in Georgia. The Russian administration, anxious to retain the ‘ 
support of the Georgian gentry, postponed reform. It was com- 
pelled to tackle it only when news of the emancipation of the 
Russian peasants had spread into the Caucasian country-side. 
The serfs were in a rebellious mood ; and in view of their long 
record jacquerie, it was too dangerous to delay their emancipa- 
tion any longer.* But reform there was much more favourable 
to the landlords than it was even in Russia. The peasants 
obtained personal freedom, but roughly half the land they had 
held as serfs was taken from them. They had to pay compensa- 
tion altogether beyond their means for the land they were 
allowed to retain. The economic dependence of the peasants 
on their landlords presently expressed itself either in share- 
cropping, as it did in the South after the abolition of slavery 
in America, or in agreements on ‘temporary servitude’. As late 
as 1911 an authority by no means inimical to Tsardom wrote: 
‘In Russia chattel-slavery is now remembered as a nightmare 
that has long passed into history. But in Transcaucasia, espe- 
cially in Georgia, no law has yet been passed to stop temporary 
servitude. . . . The economic dependence of our peasants . . . 
has grown in the last fifty years and assumed a new form of 
serfdom.’^ 

Serfdom thus permeated the whole atmosphere in which the 
young Djugashvili lived. It weighed heavily not only upon the 
peasants directly affected by it but also upon human relations 
at large, upon family, Church, and school, upon psychological 
attitudes, upon the whole manner of life.^ Up to a point this 
was, of course, true of the whole of the Tsarist Empire. Com- 
paring the abolition of serfdom in Russia with the emancipation 

* Peasant risings broke out in Georgia in 1804, 1811, 1812, 1820, 1830, 1837, 
1841, 1857, 1 866. At the time of the Crimean war Russian commanders were very 
uneasy about the attitude of the Caucasian serfs. It was claimed that the British 
envoy at Trebizond was arming them for rebellion. See P. I. Lyashchenko, 
Istorya Narodnovo Khozyaistva SSSR, vol. i, p. 557, F. Makharadze in Trudy, &c., 
vol. i, p. 485 ff.^ and G. V. Khachapuridze, ‘ Kresty anskoye Dvizhenie v Gruzii’ 
in Ocher ki po Is tor it Rabochevo i Krestyanskovo Dvizhmya v Gruzii, pp. 13-105. 

^ The authority quoted is the Kavkazkoye Khozyaistvo, organ of the Imperial 
Institute of Agriculture. See Istorya Klasovoi Borby v J^akavkazt, vol. i, pp. 10-15. 

^ The Georgian poet G. Leonidze, who has written an adulatory epic poem on 
Stalin’s childhood and youth, suggests that Stalin’s serf-grandfather was tortured 
to death by his landlord. (The poem was translated into Russian by N. Tikhonov 
and published in book form in 1944.) 
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of the American negroes, Lenin pointed out that the Russian 
reform of i86i had been much less thoroughgoing than its 
American counterpart: '‘Therefore now, half a century later’, he 
concluded, ‘the Russians show many more marks of slavery than 
the negroes.’^ In this bitter remark Lenin undoubtedly exag- 
gerated. The exaggeration was natural to the revolutionary 
propagandist who was impatient to see Russian society shed- 
ding once for all the legacy of its feudal past. But what was not 
quite true of the Russians was still true of the Caucasians. Their 
social existence showed all too many and all too fresh ‘marks 
of slavery’. Crude and open dependence of man upon man, a 
rigid undisguised social hierarchy, primitive violence and lack 
of human dignity, characterized the way of life that had grown 
out of serfdom. Dissimulation, deception, and. violence were 
the chief weapons of the oppressed, who had been kept in dark- 
ness and were as a rule incapable of defending themselves by 
open, organized action. 


The Theological Seminary of I'iflis was a strange institution. 
It was the most important, though not the only, high school in 
Georgia and, indeed, in the whole of the Caucasus. It was the 
main breeding-ground of the local intelligentsia. It was also 
something like a spiritual preserve of serfdom. It was here that 
advanced social and political ideas most directly infiltrated and 
clashed with feudal-ecclesiastical habits of mind. 

The seminary looked like a barrack. Inside, life was strictly 
regimented by austere monks. Once the door closed behind the 
entrant he was expected to sever himself entirely from the out- 
side world. Seminarists were supposed to stay indoors day and 
night, though two hours’ leave could be obtained on application 
to the monk in charge of the class. I'he day’s programme was 
filled with lectures on scholastic theology and prayers, endless 
prayers.^ Pupils from poor homes led a half-hungry existence, 
and twenty to thirty students were herded together in one 
dormitory. Spiritually, the school was half monastery and half 
barrack. ‘Life was sad and monotonous’, says an ex-student. 

* Lenin, SochinenyOy vol. xviii, p. 508. 

* ‘The students were set essays on such subjects as “In what language did 
Balaam’s ass speak?” * r^leges one of Stalin’s biographers. 

B 
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‘Locked in day and night within barrack walls, we felt like 
prisoners who must spend years there, without being guilty of 
anything. All of us were despondent and sullen. Stifled in the 
rooms and corridors . . . youthful joy almost never asserted 
itself. When from time to time youthful temperament did break | 
through, it was immediately suppressed by the monks and | 
monitors.’* Students were not allowed to borrow books from | 
secular libraries; only literature authorized by the monks was is 
to be read. The seminary was, of course, also an instrument of : 
Russification. Any infringement of regulations was punished ; 
by confinement to the cells. The monks assiduously spied on 
the thoughts and the doings of their pupils, searching their 
belongings, eavesdropping, and denouncing them to the Prin- ■ 
cipal on the slightest suspicion. : 

This grim seminary was, however, also an important centre 
of political opposition. Many men who were to become national 
figures and leaders of public opinion, not only Georgian but 
Russian public opinion, spent their formative years within its 
walls. In 1930 the historical faculty of the Transcaucasian 
Communist University published the archives of the Tiflis 
gendarmerie containing reports on manifestations of ‘political 
disloyalty’ in the seminary. These reports, covering a period of [ 
twenty years, from 1873 the time when Djugashvili was 

admitted, give a good insight into the ferment of ideas among 
the students.^ 

As early as 1873 ^ colonel of the gendarmerie informed his 
superiors that intercepted letters showed that some of the 
students had read the works of Darwin, Buckle, Mill, and 
Chernyshevsky. A search was ordered and two more ‘seditious’ 
books were found : Renan’s La Vie de Jesus and Hugo’s Napoleon 
le Petit, It was ascertained that three teachers lectured to their 
classes ‘in a liberal spirit’, a crime for which the Principal dis- 
missed them and denounced them to the gendarmerie, A number 
were convicted, some because they had known of the offences 
and refrained from informing against the culprits.^ The report 
emphasizes that the offenders were animated by Georgian 
patriotism. 

* Quoted in L. Trotsky’s Staliriy p. 14. 

* htorya Klasovoi Borby v Z^kavkazt, vol. i, .Appendix, pp. 31-100. 

* Ibid., p. 83. f 
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The ferment led to a dramatic event in June 1886, when 
'Joseph Lagiyev, a student expelled for his anti-Russian attitude, 
assassinated the Principal, Pavel Chudetsky. The assassin was 
the son of a priest in the county of Gori. The chief of the Tiflis 
gendarmerie reported: Tn comparison with the Russian semi- 
naries the Tiflis Seminary finds itself in the most unfavourable 
conditions. The pupils who come to the seminary . . . often 
show ... an anti-religious frame of mind and are hostile to the 
Russian element. It is often impossible to reform such pupils, 
because of the extreme irritability and the morbid amour propre 
of the natives.’* He added that several Georgian newspapers, 
just banned, had incited the public against Russia and made 
the seminary a rampart of Georgian patriotism. The seminary 
was closed for several months. A curious part was played in this 
incident by His Eminence the Exarch of Georgia, Paul, who 
suggested to the chief of the gendarmerie that the assassination 
was a deed not of an individual but of a secret organization. 
He mentioned a certain Sylvester Djibladze, who himself had 
assailed the Principal a year before, as the chief suspect. 
Djibladze was to become one of the founders of a Social Demo- 
cratic organization and one of Djugashvili’s political tutors. 
Among the students expelled in 1886 was also Mikhail Tskha- 
kaya, the son of a priest and afterwards a friend of Lenin, a 
member of the Bolshevik Central Committee, and President of 
Soviet Georgia. 

A formal strike of all Georgian pupils at the seminary occurred 
only a few months before Djugashvili’s admittance. On 4 Decem- 
ber 1893 General Yankovsky of the Tiflis gendarmerie cabled 
to St. Petersburg: ‘The majority of pupils of the Orthodox 
Seminary has declared a strike, demanding the removal of 
several tutors and the establishment of a Chair for Georgian 
literature.’^ The Exarch of Georgia spent a whole day with the 
pupils, trying in vain to dissuade them from the strike. The 
Principal asked the police for help. The police closed the 
seminary and compelled the pupils to return to their homes. 
But its chief reported uneasily that ‘many intelligent people 
consider the closing of the seminary to be an act of injustice 
towards the pupils who defended their national interests, accord- 
ing to their ideas’. On leaving school, the students took an oath 

<1 

‘ Ibid., pp. 89-90. * Ibid., p. 92. 
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of solidarity. Eighty-seven of them, however, were e^fpelled from 
the seminary before the end of the term. Mikhail Tskhakaya^ 
was again mentioned as the chieforganizer of the revolt. Among 
the expelled was Lado Ketskhoveli, a former pupil of the Gori 
school, only three years older than Djugashvili, soon to become 
Djugashvili’s political mentor.* In none of these reports is there | 
any mention of Socialist propaganda. Outraged Georgian S 
patriotism was the main motive of the demonstrations. j 

When the fifteen-year-old Djugashvili appeared in the 
seminary, the echoes of the last strike were still very fresh. 
Pupils must have discussed the event and commented on the 
expulsion of the eighty-seven, and the new-comer could not but 
sympathize with the demand that his native literature be taught 
in the seminary. He was thus from the beginning affected by 
the political ferment. But as in Gori so here he concealed his 
feelings from his teachers. As in Gori so here he was a model 
pupil, able, diligent, attentive. Doubtless he watched his new 
surroundings with avid curiosity. The Principal was the Russian 
monk Hermogenes; the Inspector was the Georgian Abashidze, 
who, precisely because he was Georgian, was anxious to in- 
gratiate himself with the Russian authorities by an extravagant i 
display of servility. Here the young Djugashvili could observe 
at close quarters the workings of autocratic rule on a small ’ 
scale. Those in authority themselves lived in tension and fear: 
the Russian Principal remembered his assassinated predecessor; 
the Georgian Inspector was as terrified at the slightest sign of 
his superiors’ displeasure as at the thought of the plots that 
might be hatched in the corners of the long and dark corridors 
and in students’ dormitories. Yet the closer the monks watched 
their pupils, the more assiduously they eavesdropped on them, 
the more frequently they searched the pupils’ coats and cases 
for forbidden books, the more effectively did heresy spread 
within the walls of the seminary. The recently expelled students 
acquired a moral authority in the eyes of the younger pupils, 
and they somehow managed to keep in touch with their former 
colleagues and to make their influence felt inside the ecclesiasti- 
cal fortress. 

While he was still in the first form, Djugashvili must have 

* Istorya Klasovoi Borby v p. loo; Razkazy o Velikom Stalinie, p. 79; < 

S. Alliluyev, Proidennyi Puty p. 86. ^ 
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made frequent half-stealthy excursions into town and got in 
^ touch with the members of the opposition. This can be seen 
from the fact that a poem by him was published in the Georgian 
periodical Iberya^ edited by the liberal patriot Ilya Chavcha- 
vadze, on 29 October 1895, almost exactly a year after Djugash- 
vili’s arrival at Tifiis. He dedicated the verses, patriotic in 
character but coloured with social radicalism, to a well-known 
Georgian poet, R. Eristavi. It appeared under the signature 
‘Soselo’ (‘little Joe’), for the author must have been anxious to 
conceal his identity from the seminary authorities.* His other 
offence was to borrow books from a circulating library in town. 
Apart from Georgian poetry, the masterpieces of Russian and 
European literature were his favourite reading. Most of all he 
enjoyed the three great Russian satirical writers, Saltykov- 
Shchedrin, Gogol, and Chekhov, whom he afterwards fre- 
quently quoted in speeches and articles. Victor Hugo’s novels 
and Thackeray’s Vanity Fair, in Russian translations, figure 
among the foreign books he read. Of greater importance to his 
development were popular books on Darwinian biology, on 
economics and sociology. At that time positivist and material- 
ist conceptions of nature and society exercised a strong influence 
upon young Liberals and Socialists. 

Nearly all the memoirists, whether friendly or hostile to Stalin, 
agree with the impression of him given by G. Glurdjidze, one 
of his school-fellows, who in the thirties was still a teacher at 
Gori: 

We would sometimes read in chapel during service, hiding the 
book under the pews. Of course, we had to be extremely careful 
not to be caught by the masters. Books were Joseph’s inseparable 
friends ; he would not part with them even at meal times. . . . When 
asked a question, Joseph would as a rule take his time in answering. 

One of our curious pleasures in the unbearably stifling atmosphere 
of the seminary was singing. We were always overjoyed when Soso 
arranged us in an improvised choir and, in his clear and pleasant 
voice, struck up our favourite folk-songs.^ 

Another writer, Iremashvili, stresses, however, a less pleasant 


* Under this signature the verses were reprinted in two anthologies of Georgian 
poetry in 1899 and 1907. See M. Kelendjeridze, ‘Stikhy Yunovo Stalina* in 
Razkazy 0 Velikom Stalinie, pp. 67-70. 

* Quoted from E. Y^yoslavsky, op. cit., p. 15. 
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aspect of Djugashvili’s character. He, too, describes Ojugashvili 1 
as one of the chief debaters among the seminarists, more know- « 
ledgeable than most of his comrades, and able to advance his 
argument with much stubbornness and polemical skill. But in 
his craving for prominence, Djugashvili could not easily bear 
to be overshadowed by others. He would become fretful when- 
ever his arguments were effectively challenged, and would 
become incensed and sulky at the slightest set-back in debate. 
Sometimes, so a few of his class-mates were to recollect, he would 
nurse a grudge against a successful opponent and seek to revenge 
himself by malignant gossip and slander. Such behaviour, 
though not perhaps exceptional among boys of his age, made 
him a difficult companion. 

It was only at the beginning of his third year at the seminary 
that the monks began to notice that their promising pupil was 
going astray. In November 1896 one of them made the follow- 
ing entry in the conduct-book: ‘It appears that Djugashvili has 
a ticket to the Cheap Library, from which he borrows books. 
To-day I confiscated Victor Hugo’s Toilers of the Sea in which 
I found the said library ticket.’ The Principal acknowledged 
the report with the remark: ‘Confine him to the punishment 
cell for a prolonged period. I have already warned him once 
about an unsanctioned book, Ninety-Three by Victor Hugo.’' 
Indeed, Hugo’s famous novel on the French Revolution could 
hardly have helped to prepare its young reader for the career 
of a priest. Similar entries appeared in the conduct-book more 
and more frequently : ‘At 1 1 p.m. I took away from Joseph 
Djugashvili Letourneau’s Literary Evolution of the Nations^ which 
he had borrowed from the Cheap Library. . . . Djugashvili was 
discovered reading the said book on the chapel stairs. This is 
the thirteenth time this student has been discovered reading 
books borrowed from the Cheap Library. I handed over the 
book to the Father Supervisor.’ This was written in March 
1897, only four months after the first complaint. The Principal 
decreed : ‘Confine him to the punishment cell for a prolonged 
period with a strict warning.’^ The complaints mention no 
socialist, let alone Marxian, books found on the delinquent. 
But, to judge from the reminiscences of his contemporaries and 
from his own subsequent doings, he must have made his first 

* E. Yaroslavsky, op. cit., pp. 16-17. f * Ibid., p. 17. 
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acquaintai^jce with Socialist and Marxian theories while he was 
in the upper forms. It was then, too, that he joined a secret 
debating circle within the seminary itself and a clandestine 
Socialist organization in town called Messame Dassy, Rejoined 
the latter in August 1898.* Socialist books were apparently too 
dangerous to be brought into the seminary. Nor were they 
readily available. Only one copy of Marx’s Capital in a Russian 
translation, Yaroslavsky tells us, was then obtainable in Tiflis, 
and the young Socialists copied from it by hand. One may 
assume that Djugashvili read or scanned books and pamphlets 
by Socialist writers in those few hours which he managed to 
spend outside the seminary. 

Messame Dassy^ the organization he joined when he was 
nearly nineteen, was founded in 1893. This was one of the first 
Social Democratic groups in Tiflis, although its outlook was 
still tinged with Georgian patriotism. It assumed the name 
Messame Dassy (The Third Group) to distinguish itself from 
Meori Dassy (The Second Group), a progressive Liberal organiza- 
tion which had led the Georgian intelligentsia in the eighties.^ 
Among the founders of Messame Dassy were Noah Jordania, 

K. Chkheidze, and G. Tseretelli, who were soon to become well 

known outside Georgia as the spokesmen of moderate socialism. 
One of the energetic promoters was Sylvester Djibladze, the 
same that had been expelled from the seminary for an assault 
on the Principal. The leaders of Messame Dassy expounded their 
views in the columns of the Liberal newspaper Kvali (The 
Furrow). [ S ) 6^'3 

Much later Djugashvili himself thus recalled the motives of 
his adherence to socialism: T became a Marxist because of my 
social position (my father was a worker in a shoe factory and 
my mother was also a working woman), but also . . . because 
of the harsh intolerance and Jesuitical discipline that crushed 
me so mercilessly at the Seminary. . . . The atmosphere in 
which I lived was saturated with hatred against Tsarist op- 
pression.’ Events outside provided the final stimulus. In those 
years there were turbulent strikes by the Tiflis workers, the first 

* J. V. Stalin (Kratkaya Biografya), p. 24. 

^ Pirveli Dassy (The First Group), supported by progressive men among the 
Georgian nobility, had advocated the abolition of serfdom even before 1865, 

L. Berya, op. cit., p. and S. T. Arkomed, op. cit., pp. 172-9. 
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strikes in the capital of the Caucasus. Their effect orf the work- 
ing class and the radical intelligentsia can hardly be imagined 
now. In later years strikes were to become common ; their sheer 
frequency was to deprive them of their exciting quality. But 
the first strikes were a revelation of unsuspected strength in 
Labour; they were a new weapon in the social contest; and, as 
new weapons usually do, they evoked exaggerated hopes and 
fears. Rulers and ruled alike saw in them ihe sign of great 
events impending and of dramatic changes — and, as far as 
Russia was concerned, they were not wrong. 

Tifiis was then the centre of an industrial revolution on a 
small scale. Its life reflected the fresh impact of industrial 
capitalism on the oriental, tribal, and feudal Caucasus. ‘The 
country, sparsely populated in the years after the Reform, in- 
habited by highlanders and staying aloof from the development 
of world economy, aloof even from history, was becoming trans- 
formed into a country of oil industrialists, wine merchants, 
grain and tobacco manufacturers.’ Thus the still unknown 
Lenin described the state of the country by the end of the 
century. The oil industries at Baku and Batum were being 
developed with the help of English and French capital. To 
the industries enumerated by Lenin, the mining of the rich 
manganese ore of Chiaturi was soon to be added. In 1886-7 
the total value of industrial production of two Georgian regions, 
Tifiis and Kutais, amounted to only 10 million roubles. Within 
four years its value was more than trebled. In 1891-2 it 
amounted to 32 million roubles.* In the same period the 
number of industrial workers rose from 12,000 to 23,000, not 
counting railwaymen. Tifiis was the main junction on the 
Transcaucasian railway connecting the Caspian coast with the 
Black Sea,^Baku with Batum. The railway workshops became 
the main industry of Tifiis itself, and the most important nerve- 
centre in the clandestine Caucasian labour movement that was 
now springing up. These workshops and the noisy Asiatic 
bazaars were the two contrasting elements in the life of the 
town. The young Djugashvili may have spent some hours 
(Observing the ways and habits of Oriental traders— these were 
certainly tc^^ioave an imprint on his mind. Nevertheless, that 

* F. Makharadze, Trudy, &c., vol. i, pp. 489-90, and Ochtrki po Istorn Rabochevo 
i Krestyanskovo Dvizhenya v GruzHj pp. 1 15-28. I 
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oriental wt)rld, ‘aloof even from history’, was not for him. He 
was attracted by the new element in Caucasian life. 

Two or three of the would-bc clerics, turned revolutionaries, 
had already become his mentors. Apart from Sylvester Dji- 
bladze, a leading figure among the adherents of Messame Dassy 
and too important to be the novice’s intimate friend, he used 
to meet two others who were his tutors as well as friends. They 
were Sasha Tsulukidze and Lado Ketskhoveli. Tsulukidze, 
only three years older than Djugashvili, was already a man of 
letters of some standing among the Messame Dassyists. He served 
the cause with fervour but was himself devoured by the tubercu- 
losis that was to kill him five or six years later. His essays and 
articles published in local Georgian newspapers showed his wide 
knowledge of sociology and were written with genuine brilliance 
and literary flair. Among his works there was a notable popu- 
larization of Marx’s economic theory.* Together with Sasha 
Tsulukidze, Djugashvili sometimes visited the editorial offices of 
Kvali and listened, at first respectfully and later with a half- 
ironical smile, to the words of wisdom spoken by its semi- 
Liberal and semi-Socialist editors. 

His other teacher-friend, Ketskhoveli, was no man of letters. 
His was an altogether more practical mind. Having embraced 
the new faith, Ketskhoveli was mainly interested in the steps 
needed to make others embrace it. He had already seen some- 
thing of the world outside the Caucasus. One of the ‘eighty- 
seven’ expelled from the seminary in 1894, went to 

Kiev, an old centre of spiritual and political life, less provincial 
than Tiflis. There he spent several years and got in touch with 
clandestine groups of Socialists who had made contact with 
like-minded people in Petersburg and even with exiled leaders 
in Switzerland, France, and England. He had come back to the 
Caucasus eager to do something, to take the movement in his 
native province out of its swaddling-clothes. He looked round to 
see whether it would not be possible to set up a secret printing 
press, in his view the first solid base for any group of revolu- 
tionary propagandists. The local semi-Socialist and semi- 
Liberal Georgian newspapers were of no use : their editors had 

* Stalin later recalled Tsulukidze’s memory with gratitude. In 1927 he saw to 
it that the Soviet State publishers reprinted in book form Tsulukidzc’s essays, 
scattered over many little Georgian periodicals. 
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to look over their shoulders after every word they wrote, and to 
submit every article to Tsarist censorship. Such timid and 
emasculated propaganda as they were able to make could con- 
vince nobody and led nowhere. At all costs, they, the younger 
revolutionaries, must now gain their freedom from censorship. 
That meant a secret press. It was towards such practical matters 
that Ketskhoveli turned Djugashvili’s mind when the latter 
became a member of Messame Dassy. 

Ketskhoveli and Tsulukidze saw to it that the new apprentice 
to revolution was given a specific job, running a few workers’ 
study circles. His task was to lecture on socialism to a few 
tobacco workers, masons, shoemakers, weavers, printers, 
and conductors of the local horse-trams. The workers would 
gather in small groups, a dozen or at most a score in each. 
Every volunteer student would be given a similar assignment, 
for the young organization badly needed people ready to 
enlighten those of its members who could not afford to read the 
books and brochures that expounded its doctrine. The circles 
met in the workers’ own overcrowded slum-dwellings and filled 
the air with the biting smoke of makhorka and the smell of sweat 
and squalor, while one member watched the street outside to 
see that the safety of the others was not endangered by the 
police. The lecturing seminarist probably got a lot of moral 
satisfaction out of the work. His labours were rewarded by the 
satisfactory sense of his own promotion. Here he was, ostensibly 
one of the meek flock shepherded by the monk Abashidze, 
laying spiritual dynamite at the foundations of Empire and 
Church. He was respectfully listened to by workmen, often 
much older than himself, and accepted by them as their authority 
and guide. 

After such a meeting it was hard and even humiliating to 
have to rush back to the sombre seminary, to explain himself 
to the monks, to invent excuses for his unusually long absence, 
to put on a pious mask, and join the rest of the flock at singing 
prayers in the chapel. This was a double life in a double sense. 
Not only had the disbeliever to pretend orthodoxy; the revolu- 
tionary, already a somebody in the town and beginning to com- 
port himself like a public figure, had to relapse into the role of 
a pupil, not yet grown up, ordered about and bullied by 
superiors. How long could he go on? i 
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During his last year or two at the seminary Djugashvili must 
often have pondered this question. He was deceiving the monks 
most impudently and hypocritically; but this gave him no 
scruples or qualms. He was only countering deception with 
deception. Were they not spying on him and searching his 
belongings in his absence? Were not their teachings one 
monstrous deception? His own hypocrisy was only an answer 
to theirs. In this duel of lies and hoodwinking he certainly came 
off the better; and no doubt his success and the amusement it 
afforded helped him to tolerate a situation that was almost 
unbearable. He might, of course, pack up one day and say 
good-bye to the monks. But what next? He had no livelihood 
outside the seminary. The organization was terribly poor and 
could not help him. He did not wish to become a burden on 
his mother. Nor was the prospect of becoming a factory hand 
or a clerk in any way attractive. Unpleasant as the seminary 
was, it still left him with enough time for arguing, dreaming, 
and reading; and these he would not easily give up. A more 
impulsive or idealistically ambitious young man would have 
banged the door of the seminary and damned the consequences. 
But he was the son of ex-serfs, and though he was now working 
to change the life of a whole people, he had inherited something 
of the peasant-like immobility and inertia, born from fear of 
change. It was true that remaining at the seminary demanded 
constant concealment and dissimulation ; but these he had had 
to practise from childhood; and they came to him now almost 
as second nature. 

Nevertheless, his position was becoming more and more 
difficult. The entries in the conduct-book, made in the last 
months of his stay at the seminary, contain no mention of any 
Socialist propaganda on his part. He apparently managed to 
conceal this side of his activities. But his conflicts with authority 
grew ever sharper. A report of 29 September 1 898 stated : ‘At 
9 p.m. a group of students gathered in the dining hall around 
Joseph Djugashvili, who read them books not sanctioned by 
the Seminary authorities, in view of which the students were 
searched.’ A few weeks later it was noted that ‘in the course 
of a search of students . . . Joseph Djugashvili tried several times 
to enter into an argument . . . expressing dissatisfaction with the 
repeated searche^i . . . and declaring that such searches were 
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never made in other Seminaries. Djugashvili is generally dis- 
respectful and rude towards persons in authority. . . 

Not more than a few months after he joined Messame Dassy 
his dilemma was solved for him by the monks. On 29 May 1899 
he was expelled from the seminary on the ground that for 
‘unknown reasons’ he did not attend examination.^ He himself 
later stated that he was turned out for ‘propagating Marxism’. 
This was not the reason given by the authorities of the seminary ; 
but they undoubtedly suspected political disloyalty. The out- 
cast had few regrets as he left the half-monastery, half-barrack 
in which he had spent five important years. 


The fact that Djugashvili-Stalin’s parents were born serfs 
distinguishes him from almost all the other leading figures in 
the revolution. Most of them came from quite different walks 
of life, from the gentry, the middle classes, and the intelligentsia. 
As an undergraduate Lenin, with acute intellectual curiosity, 
saw peasant life at close quarters. But he, the son of an en- 
nobled school inspector, was neither in it nor of it. Trotsky 
first saw poverty and exploitation from the window of the home 
of an upstart Jewish landowner, whose son he was. Zinoviev, 
Kamenev, Bukharin, Rakovsky, Radek, Lunacharsky, Chicherin, 
and scores of others knew the evils against which they had them- 
selves girded from a much greater distance. To most of them 
even capitalist exploitation, let alone serfdom, were socio- 
logical formulas into which they probed with varying degrees 
of penetration; the realities behind the formulas were no part 
of their own personal experiences. Some prominent Bolsheviks 
like Kalinin, Tomsky, and Shlyapnikov were workmen them- 
selves; and like most Russian workers they still had roots in 
the country-side. But even of these almost none had in his 
youth breathed the atmosphere of serfdom as directly and pain- 
fully as did Djugashvili-Stalin. 

The twenty-year-old Djugashvili had certainly risen high 
above his original environment. He now belonged to the 
intelligentsia, not, of course, to the settled and respectable 
layer that well knew its place and worth in society, but to the 
semi-nomad fringe of declasses. Nothing, however, could take 

* E. Yaroslavsky, op. cit., pp. 16-17. ^ * Ibid. 
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from him almost sensuous feeling of closeness to those who 
were at the very bottom of the social pyramid. The revolu- 
tionaries from the upper classes knew from personal contact only 
an dite of the working class, intelligent workmen who were 
susceptible to Socialist propaganda and eager to make friendr 
with idealistic intellectuals. They would describe the great inert 
mass that was not so accessible to Socialist notions as the back- 
ward and unconscious sections of the proletariat. The Marxian 
revolutionaries had some idea of the dead weight of that back- 
wardness. They remembered the lot of upper-class revolution- 
aries of a previous generation who idealistically ‘went to the 
people’ to work for their weal in their own midst, only to be 
bestially massacred by suspicious peasants or betrayed by them 
to the gendarmes. But the Marxists hoped that enlightenment 
and political experience would eventually bring to socialism 
even the backward and the unconscious. Meanwhile they, the 
theorists and the propagandists, had really no common lan- 
guage with the still unawakened masses. On the other hand, 
the first impulses that pushed young people from the upper 
classes towards socialism were usually those of humanitarian 
sympathy mixed with a sense of guilt. Such feelings made them 
see the oppressed classes as the embodiment of virtue and 
nobility of spirit. 

The young Djugashvili must have had quite an exceptional, 
an almost instinctive, sensitiveness towards that element of 
backwardness in Russian life and politics, a sensitiveness that 
was to grow even stronger in future years. Though he, too, 
would now be chiefly interested in the advanced workmen, 
because it was only through them that the backward mass could 
be approached and shaken from its meekness and inertia, he 
would not at heart give himself to sanguine hopes or idealistic 
generalizations about the working class. He would treat with 
sceptical distrust not only the oppressors, the landlords, the 
capitalists, the monks, and the Tsarist gendarmes, but also the 
oppressed, the workers and the peasants whose cause he had em- 
braced. There was no sense of guilt, not a trace of it, in his 
socialism. No doubt he felt some sympathy with the class into 
which he had been born; but his hatred of the possessing and 
ruling classes must have been much stronger. The class hatred 
felt and preached^ by the revolutionaries from the upper classes 
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was a kind of secondary emotion that grew in them and was 
cultivated by them from theoretical conviction. In Djugashvili 
class hatred was not his second nature — it was his first. 
Socialist teachings appealed to him because they seemed to 
give moral sanction to his own emotion. There was no shred 
of sentimentalism in his outlook. His socialism was cold, sober, 
and rough. 

These features of his character were to serve him well in the 
future. But they were also bound up with important handicaps. 
The revolutionaries from the upper classes came into the 
Socialist movement with inherited cultural traditions. They 
rebelled against the beliefs and prejudices of their native 
environment, but they also brought into the milieu of the 
revolution some of the values and qualities of their own milieu 
— not only knowledge, but also refinement of thought, speech, 
and manners. Indeed, their Socialist rebellion was itself the 
product of moral sensitiveness and intellectual refinement. 
These were precisely the qualities that life had not been kind 
enough to cultivate in Djugashvili. On the contrary, it had 
heaped enough physical and moral squalor in his path to blunt 
his sensitiveness and his taste. Few of the other leaders suffered 
any sense of social inferiority. Most of them, had they chosen 
more peaceful and sheltered paths, could have made brilliant 
and respectable careers for themselves. A man of Lenin’s genius 
might have become a great national leader in any regime. 
Trotsky was a man of letters of the highest repute. A Kamenev, 
a Lunacharsky, or a Bukharin could have risen to high standing 
in the academic world. All were highly gifted orators or writers, 
thinkers with great elan^ imagination, and originality, which 
they showed at a surprisingly early age. Young Djugashvili 
had plenty of acumen and common sense; but imagination and 
originality were not his characteristics. He could lecture co- 
herently on socialism to small circles of workers; but he was no 
orator. Nor, as time was to show, was he a brilliant writer. 
In caste-ridden, official Russia the son of Georgian peasants 
could not climb high on the social ladder, even with much 
ambition, pertinacity, and good luck. In the Church he would, 
at best, have become another Abashidze. Circumstances in- 
evitably bred in him a certain sense of inferiority, of which he 
would not rid himself even in the Socialist lyiderground. 
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Djugashvili joined Messame Dassy in August 1898. Earlier in 
the year, in March, a few Socialists, less than a dozen, gathered 
in the town of Minsk in a secret conference to proclaim the 
foundation of the Russian Social Democratic Workers’ Party. 
The coincidence of dates shows that Djugashvili joined the 
Socialist ranks at a significant moment, when the movement 
was approaching a turning-point. Nothing like a nation-wide 
Socialist party existed in Russia at the time. There were only 
small groups of propagandists consisting mostly of intellectuals. 
The arguments and discussions going on among these little 
groups were hardly noticed by outsiders; and even now they 
would be regarded by superficial students as so much doctrinaire 
irrelevance. But the 'sectarian’ propagandists were real makers 
of history, the scientists or artists of tlie future Revolution. 

Throughout the century the bolder spirits among the Russian 
intelligentsia were in revolt against the oppressive autocracy of 
the Tsars; but it was only towards the end of the century that 
Marxian socialism became the dominant trend in the revolu- 
tionary opposition. Until late in the eighties an agrarian brand 
of socialism, represented by the Narodniks or Populists, pre- 
dominated. The Narodniks believed that Russia, agrarian and 
feudal, would avoid the evils of modern profit-seeking in- 
dustrialism, and that she would achieve a Socialist order all of 
her own, based on the Mir or Obshchina^ the primeval com- 
munity of land that had survived in the country-side. All that 
was needed for the creation of social and spiritual freedom was, 
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in their view, the abolition of serfdom and autocracy. Once 
these were won, Russia’s Socialist salvation was secure ; and the 
peasantry, not any industrial proletariat, would then be the lead- 
ing class, the creative force of the nation. Most of the Narodniks 
were revolutionary Slavophiles, opposed to the spread of Euro- 
pean influence in their country. 

But from their own ranks another trend emerged, itself in- 
fluenced by western European Socialist thought. In the year 
of Djugashvili’s birth, a secret conference of the Narodniks, held 
at Voronezh, split into two groups: one stuck to the traditional 
agrarian views; the other, led by George Plekhanov, soon began 
to graft the ideas of western industrial socialism on to the Rus- 
sian revolutionary movement. Plekhanov himself came to the 
fore as the most gifted expounder of Marxist philosophy and 
sociology in Russia, the teacher of Lenin and of a whole genera- 
tion of Russian revolutionaries. Plekhanov made the confident 
forecast that capitalist industrialism was about to invade Russia 
and destroy its patriarchal-feudal structure and the primitive 
rural communes on which the Narodniks wanted to base their 
socialism. An urban industrial working class, he argued, was 
about to grow up in Russia, and would fight for industrial 
socialism very much on the western European pattern. The 
vision of a peculiarly Slavonic rural socialism springing straight 
from pure feudalism was Utopian, and would soon vanish into 
thin air. Plekhanov concluded that the revolutionaries must 
now begin to organize the industrial working class. 

He was well ahead of his time. Modern industry was only 
beginning to strike its first, feeble roots in Russia. Only a very 
bold thinker could see much significance in its modest beginnings 
and stake all social and political hope on an almost non- 
existent industrial proletariat. The Marxists and not the 
Narodniks seemed to preach Utopia.* 

The fundamental dispute was widened by a controversy over 
tactics. The Narodniks strove either to raise the peasants against 
autocracy, an endeavour in which they were not successful, or 
to overthrow it by attempts on the life of the Tsar himself or 
his ministers and governors. Since they believed that their 

' Curiously enough, Marx himself refused to support the Russian Marxists in 
their controversy against the Narodniks. See his letters to Vera Zasulich in 
Perepiska K. Marxa i F. Engelsa s russktmt politicheskimi deyatelami. 
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agrarian sq^ialism was already virtually in existence under the 
hard crust of feudal autocracy, it was, from their point of view, 
only natural that they should try to smash the crust. They 
achieved a seeming triumph in 1881 when they succeeded in 
assassinating Tsar Alexander II. The terrorists were men and 
women of the highest moral and intellectual qualities — ‘a pha- 
lanx of heroes reared, like Romulus and Remus, on the milk 
of the wild beast’. Most of them were the sons and daughters 
of aristocratic or at least noble families who offered their lives 
for the sake of the people — one of the central figures in the con- 
spiracy was Sophia Perovskaya, the daughter of the Governor- 
General of St. Petersburg. Yet their very triumph — the 
assassination of the Tsar — became the source of their dis- 
illusionment and decline, 'flicy had expected the hated order 
to crumble under the blow. In reality, they managed to kill 
an autocrat but not autocracy. Alexander II was succeeded 
by Alexander III whose tyranny was much more cruel. The 
Marxists would have nothing to do with the terroristic methods. 
The assassination of individuals, or ‘individual terror’ as they 
called it, was useless. What was needed, they argued, was the 
overthrow of a system, and a system was not dependent on a 
handful of individuals. They set their hopes on the industrial 
proletariat that would act against autocracy en masse \ but, since 
that proletariat was still numerically far too weak to act, they 
had no choice but to wait until the growth of industry produced 
the big battalions of workers. Meanwhile, they could only 
make propaganda, enlist converts to socialism, and set up loose 
groups of like-minded people. 

Time proved the Marxian forecasts sound. As the years went 
by, industry and with it the working classes grew in numbers 
and strength, and labour troubles multiplied. In the nineties 
the doctrines of the J^arodniks looked time-worn and stale in the 
eyes of young revolutionaries. When in 1894, the year Djugash- 
vili entered the seminary, young Lenin published his pamphlet, 
Who are the Friends of the People?, in which he attacked the 
Narodniks, this was a nail in their coffin, although another and 
more up-to-date version of agrarian socialism was still to make 
its appearance some years later. 

There was a curious paradox in the thought of the Russian 
Marxists. In their polemics against the Narodniks they argued 
1 
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that for socialism to become possible in Russia, capitalism must 
first develop. To them socialism without modern industry was 
a contradiction in terms. In western Europe, Socialists might 
well work for the overthrow of capitalism, but in Russia all 
hopes still rested on its growth and development. Since they 
saw in capitalism an indispensable half-way house on the road 
from feudalism to socialism, they stressed the advantages of 
that half-way house, its progressive features, its civilizing 
influence, its attractive atmosphere, and so on. Many of 
the early writings of Russian Marxists, including those of 
Plekhanov and Lenin and to a lesser extent even of Stalin, 
read almost like apologies for Liberal western European 
capitalism. I’he paradox inevitably led to equivocation. 
Among the propagandists some put the stronger emphasis on 
the one part of the Marxist argument, some on the other. 
Some looked to the objective — socialism; others had their eyes 
fixed on the half-way house of capitalism. In other words, some 
were Socialists, while others were bourgeois Liberals using the 
Marxian idiom to plead for progressive capitalism. Whereas in 
western Europe socialism itself was the illegitimate offspring of 
liberalism, in Russia liberalism was in part the outgrowth of 
socialism. The closer the fellow travellers came to the half-way 
house, the more clearly their differences came into the open. 

By the turn of the century the split between the Marxists 
and the so-called legal Marxists became unbridgeable. The 
‘legal Marxists’ (so called because they preached the doctrine 
only in that abstract form in which it was acceptable to the 
Tsarist censorship) were grouped around a few eminent 
economists and sociologists — Struve, Tugan-Baranovsky, Bul- 
gakov, and others — who used the Marxist method in socio- 
logical and economic analysis, but ignored or rejected outright 
the revolutionary aspects of Marxism.' The split caused con- 
fusion among the adherents of Marxism, the more so because 
for a long time Marxism undoubtedly attracted quite moderate 
people.^ Its criticism of ‘individual terror’ and its rebuffs to the 

* In later years, the legal Marxists became the spokesmen of conservative 
liberalism and monarchism. Tugan-Baranovskv was known in the West as the 
author of a Marxist history of British trade cycles in the nineteenth century. 

* It was a current joke that ‘in all the world the Marxists are the party of the 
working class, only in Russia they are the party of big capital’. M. N. Pokrovsky, 
Bri^ History of RussiOj vol. ii, p. 72. 
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organizers ‘tof assassination and attempts at assassination had 
made it appear the more moderate of the current revolutionary 
doctrines. Plekhanov and Lenin (and their less eminent friends 
— Axelrod, Zasulich, Martov) had to work hard to overcome 
the confusion, to restate the revolutionary conclusions of theii 
teaching and sort out the Liberals from the Socialists. 

The controversy raged in books, pamphlets, and periodicals. 
It spread to every centre of political opposition in Russia; and 
Tiflis, too, was affected by it. Messame Dassy was a loose group 
of all who swore by Marxist principles; but the outlook of its 
moderate members was tinged with ‘legal Marxism’. The con- 
troversy was in a fairly advanced phase when Djugashvili 
joined Messame Dassy. The right wing, led by Noah Jordania, 
got the upper hand. Djugashvili joined the left wing minority.* 

This controversy was hardly over when a new one arose. 
The first strikes and labour troubles stimulated a new trend 
called ‘Economism’. This peculiar label was used by Russian 
Socialists to describe what the French called Syndicalism, that 
is non-political Trade Unionism. The ‘Economists’ wanted to 
confine their activities to supporting workers’ claims for higher 
wages and better conditions of work, without botlicring about 
politics. They feared that ‘wild’ political talk against the Tsar 
and propaganda for socialism would antagonize the working 
classes, whom they believed to be interested in bread-and- 
butter problems, and in little else. The politically minded 
Socialists retorted that the ‘Economists’ took a rather low and 
contemptuous view of the working class. Events, they argued, 
would show that workers could become the most politically 
minded class, provided Socialist propaganda drove home to them 
the importance of politics. They would certainly not rise above 
the bread-and-butter level if their leaders themselves were 
afraid of talking politics. 

As late as igoi the ‘Economists’ were still in a majority at 
Socialist conferences held abroad. But the politicians were not 
discouraged ; and they set out to convince the wavering against 

' Incidentally, Noah Jordania, the leader of the majority, was not a typical 
‘legal Marxist’ — he was later the recognized leader of the Georgian Mensheviks. 
After 1917 he was to be elected President of the Georgian Republic. He was 
driven out of his country by the Soviet invasion of Georgia, ordered by Stalin 
personally in February 1921. The disputes that took place in Tiflis at the turn of 
the century were thuS|Something like a prologue to future drama. 
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the majority. In the Caucasus in particular, the ‘Economists’ 
were for a short time on top of the politicians. However, 
agents sent out to Tiflis by Plekhanov and Lenin did some 
spade work there, and the influence of ‘Economism’ began to 
wane. The people with whom young Djugashvili mixed, 
Tsulukidze, Ketskhoveli, and others, as well as he himself, 
supported revolutionary politics against ‘Economism’. 

Finally, two other inter-connected points were claiming the 
attention of the young Socialists. Their numbers were now grow- 
ing quite rapidly. By 1900 there were several hundreds of them 
in Tiflis alone. More important still, in the underground groups 
there were more workers than intellectuals; they had firm con- 
nexions with the factories and they were now able to approach 
the great mass of workers. The time was clearly ripe to pass 
from merely lecturing on Socialist principles before a few dozen 
chosen individuals to systematic trade-union and political work 
among the masses. In the Russian idiom, this was called ‘the 
transition from propaganda to agitation’. The meaning of the 
word propaganda was quite different then from what it has 
become to-day. The word did not mean stunning the general 
public with clever tricks of political advertisement, ‘selling an 
idea’ to the credulous, or the artificial boosting and building up 
of leaders. It meant the exact opposite, the modest and earnest 
discussion of principles in small study groups, a traffic in ideas 
rather than slogans. Now, at the turn of the century, most 
Russian Socialists felt that such propaganda was no longer enough. 
But for systematic political work on a mass scale they needed 
an organized party with a recognized national leadership that 
would have at its command enough moral and material re- 
sources to be capable of leading, instructing, and co-ordinating 
the activities of the various local groups. What was needed, 
in other words, was a nation-wide party of some coherence and 
striking power. 

For more than twenty years after Plekhanov split the con- 
ference of the Narodniks at Voronezh, no such party had come 
into being. Only local groups guided by local leaders existed ; 
and this was still the position when Djugashvili became a 
Socialist. The conference that took place at Minsk in 1898 was 
the first attempt to create the party. But nearly all the parti- 
cipants were rounded up by the police, and their resolutions 
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were destined to remain on paper for some time after. The 
chief spokesman of Marxism, Plekhanov, was living in exile, in 
western Europe, and he was tending to lose touch with Russia. 
The need for the unification of the scattered groups was felt 
acutely by the younger Socialists. Far away in north-east 
Siberia, in a village somewhere in the Yenissei province, 300 
miles away from the nearest railway station, Lenin, now thirty 
years old, was waiting impatiently for the approaching end of 
his three-year banishment. In Siberia he had written several 
essays and a copious and weighty economic treatise on The 
Development of Capitalism in Russia^ which at once gained him the 
reputation of a leading Marxist writer. But the exile was not 
satisfied with his literary success. He was devoured by im- 
patience to do something to build up a real Socialist party. 

Released from Siberia, Lenin got into touch with his friends 
in Petersburg and Moscow. They held the view that they ought 
to consult ‘the grand old man’ Plekhanov and his associates 
and co-operate with them. Lenin was only too eager to do so. 
Within a few months he went abroad and established links 
between the old and the young Marxists. The outcome was not 
yet a party but an enterprise which, though it was seemingly 
much more modest, was to take its place in Russian and, indeed, 
in world history. In the last days of 1900 the first copy of a 
new periodical called Iskra (The Spark) was published in Stutt- 
gart. The name of the paper was meant to be symbolical — 
from that spark the fire of the Russian Revolution was to be 
fanned, llie editors were not content simply to confine them- 
selves to journalistic comment on current events. They saw to 
it that their paper reached readers in Russia regularly; copies 
were smuggled across the frontier by members of the under- 
ground. There was nothing extraordinary or novel in this; all 
the many Russian periodicals which had for decades been pub- 
lished by exiles went into Russia in much the same way, though 
perhaps less regularly. The really new feature of Iskra, a feature 
which was to make it a unique venture in the whole history of 
journalism, was that the paper was also the organizing centre 
of the underground party inside Russia. The Editorial Board 
appointed a number of canvassers and agents who travelled 
secretly all over the country, got into touch with local groups 
or set up groups where none existed, and saw to it that those 
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groups kept up a regular correspondence with life Editorial 
Board abroad and also acted on its advice. Thus all the threads 
of the still uncoordinated clandestine movement were soon to 
converge on the editorial oflices oi' I skr a, which were shifted from 
Munich to Geneva and then to London, outside the reach of 
the Tsarist police. The editors of the paper soon acquired a 
good insight into the strength and inner life of the groups 
scattered all over the Russian Empire; and from a team of 
commentators and journalists they became something like the 
real executive of the underground. Now they were in a position 
to shape the sprawling and still formless movement, to weld it 
into a national party. All Socialists in Russia who shared their 
views called themselves Iskrovtsy or Iskra-xnm. The modest 
journal thus became a lever of revolution. 

The Gaucasus was not overlooked by the canvassers of Iskra. 
In Tiflis, young Socialists were quick to label themselves Iskra- 
men, and Djugashvili was one of them. Like others, he now 
awaited impatiently the successive copies of the paper arriving 
by clandestine mail at rather long intervals. The advent of a 
new copy was a festive event. Here was the intellectual author- 
ity on which he could confidently lean, for each copy of Iskra 
brought food for thought and plenty of solid arguments that 
would come in very usefully in debates with opponents. The 
periodical also reinforced the young man’s self-confidence. He 
could now confound his opponents with pointed arguments 
and sharp phrases coined by the leading theorists abroad and 
get from the people on the spot some of the credit due to those 
who had briefed him. He was, of course, too young and too 
little educated, though knowledgeable by local standards, to 
make any contribution of his own to Iskra, But his mind was 
trained enough to absorb and assimilate the main lines, if not 
all the subtle shades, of the views it propounded. To the 
workers of whom he had political charge he would now expound 
not only the general ideas of socialism and the reasons why 
Tsardom and capitalist exploitation should be opposed: he 
could also recount the specific arguments against agrarian 
socialism, legal Marxism, and economism. All his mental 
activity was now based on these lines of reasoning and they 
formed the gist of his own first writings in Georgian. 

The two years after his expulsion from ^le seminary thus 
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became a Inost important phase of his mental and political 
development. When he left the seminary his Socialist views 
still seemed vague. He was attracted by Marxist theory. But 
he had hardly been familiar with it, let alone assimilated it. 
His Georgian patriotism was giving way to a broader loyalty, 
to the belief that international socialism would put an end to 
national and racial oppression as well as to economic exploita- 
tion. But his patriotic mood must have still lingered on. About 
two years later, doubtless under the influence of the writings of 
Plekhanov, Lenin, and their associates, his mind was set, if one 
is to judge from his first political essays published in 1901. His 
leanings towards Georgian patriotism were overcome. His 
whole attention was absorbed by the ‘social’, as distinct from 
the ‘national’, problem; and he already spoke in the idiom of 
the convinced and ‘uncompromising’ Marxist. 


For Several months after his expulsion from the seminary, 
from May till the end of 1899, Djugashvili could find no em- 
ployment and had no definite dwelling. He spent some of that 
time with his mother at Gori, but then returned to Tiflis, where 
he probably lived with some of those class-conscious workers 
that attended his lectures. With the help of friends he managed 
to make some money, giving lessons in middle-class homes. By 
the end of the year he got a job as a clerk at the Tiflis Observa- 
tory. His salary was a mere pittance, but the job had important 
advantages. He was not tied down too much to his work; and 
he had a room to himself in the Observatory, his first taste of 
privacy. Now he could hold occasional meetings in his room 
and hope that the respectable cover of the Observatory would 
for a time protect him from the eyes of the police. This was 
important, for in the next few months the police arrested several 
members of Messame Dassy. He was not among them. He knew 
how to make himself inconspicuous. Cautious, taciturn, obser- 
vant, and possessing great presence of mind, he was already, in 
many ways, the ideal underground worker. 

During his first months at the Observatory, he was busy 
preparing, together with others, the first May Day demon- 
stration in the Caucasus. This was a challenge to authority as 
well as an act of solidarity with the workers of Europe. The 
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challenge was still somewhat timid. On the appointed day, four 
or five hundred workers slipped out of the town to assemble at 
the Salt Lake in the remote outskirts of Tiflis on which the 
police were not likely to keep a watch. There the demonstrators 
closed their ranks and hoisted red banners. Home-made por- 
traits of Marx and Engels were raised aloft. The modest meeting 
was rather like an Orthodox religious procession with the icons, 
the holy pictures, replaced by the portraits of Marx and Engels. 
The meeting was addressed by Djugashvili — this was his first 
speech in public. There were two or three more speeches 
followed by the singing of Socialist hymns; and then the little 
crowd hurriedly dispersed. In retrospect, the incident may look 
completely unimportant; the behaviour of the demonstrators 
may seem extremely timid. But in the atmosphere of those days 
it looked quite different. In this way socialism was beginning to 
muster its strength; next May Day the demonstrators would 
defy the Okhrana right in the heart of the town.’ 

The other two events of some significance in an otherwise 
uneventful year were a strike at the railway workshop and the 
arrival at Tiflis of a friend of Lenin, Victor Kurnatovsky. To 
some extent Djugashvili was involved in the strike. No doubt 
he discussed with his comrades the strike tactics of the railway- 
men and helped to produce leaflets. But the strike itself was led 
by the skilled railwaymen themselves, the deported Russians, 
Kalinin, Alliluyev, and others.^ The arrival of Kurnatovsky 
gave a fillip to socialism in Tiflis. Lenin’s friend and admirer 
must have told them something about the man himself, and 
about his ideas Jind plans. Lenin’s emissary himself was, by all 
accounts, an attractive personality. Later he became a legend- 
ary hero of the Revolution of 1905. Djugashvili was greatly 
impressed by him. To Kurnatovsky he was one of the band of 
local leaders on whom he could rely, but there were no closer 
ties between the two.^ 

The year 1901 was to be eventful. May Day was the 

* replacing the Third Department, was the political police set up in 1881, 
after the assassination of Alexander II. A description of this May Day demonstra- 
tion is given in F. Makharadze i G. V. Khachapuridze, Ocherki po Istorh Rabochevo i 
Krestyamkovo Dvizhenya v Gruzii^ pp. 164-5, ®nd S. Alliluyev, Protdennyi Put^ pp. 46-8. 

* S. Alliluyev, op. cit., pp. 46-59. See also Krasnyi Arkhiv, no. 3, 1939. 

^ Razkazy o Velikom Stalinie, p. 91 ; L. Berya, op. cit., p. 22; S. Alliluyev, op. cit., 
pp. 74-80; L. Trotsky, Stahriy pp. 27-8. - 
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Socialists’ great venture; it was to be much more serious than 
f the year before. Authority was to be challenged more directly 
and more sharply. ‘The workers of the whole of Russia’, stated 
a leaflet issued at Tiflis, ‘have decided to celebrate May Day 
openly, in the best thoroughfares of their cities. They proudly 
tell the authorities that Cossack whips and sabres, torture by 
the police and the gendarmerie hold no terrors for them.’* The 
Okhrana of Tiflis decided to strike first. A month before May 
Day, on qi March, Kurnatovsky and the most active among 
the local Socialists were imprisoned. Djugashvili’s room at the 
Observatory was raided; at last the police had seen through the 
doings of the inconspicuous clerk. Djugashvili was not at home 
and so he escaped arrest. But he could not return to the 
Observatory. He had to say good-bye to his quiet job. Nor 
could he live elsewhere under his own name, because the police 
would then immediately trace him. Indeed, he could not exist 
legally any longer. He had to shed his identity. Even before, 
few of his comrades had known his real name ; most had called 
him by various nicknames. From now on his whole existence 
would be screened by false passports and nicknames, of which 
he was to use nearly twenty in the next fifteen years. Hitherto 
he had existed on the borderline between clandestinity and 
legality. Now he was descending into the actual underground 
from which he was to emerge finally only in 1917, shortly 
before he became a member of the first Soviet Cabinet. For his 
living he would depend entirely on such assistance as the 
organization, rich in ambition and enthusiasm but poor in 
money, could give him, and on his comrades’ private help. The 
decision to take this course was an informal vow of poverty, 
which in a sense terminated his novitiate to socialism. The 
ex-seminarist was now becoming one of that godless order of 
knight-errants and pilgrims of the revolution, to whom life 
offered little or no interest and attraction outside their service. 

His first task after the arrests was to parry the Okhrana* s blow. 
The May Day venture had to be seen through to its end. The 
Okhrana could not be given the satisfaction of real success. 
Apart from this, the arrest of the other leading members was 
his own opportunity. He had only to prove his mettle now 
to be automatically promoted to higher standing in the 
‘ L. Berya, op. cit., p. 23. 
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underground. The challenge put out in the leaflet must be kept 
up at any cost. On May Day a crowd of workmen about 2,000 
strong — four or five times stronger than the year before 
gathered at the Soldatsky Bazaar near the Alexander Garden, in 
the centre of the city. Police and Cossacks were already on the 
spot. In the clash that ensued fourteen demonstrators were 
wounded and fifteen arrested. A few weeks later, the editors of 
Iskra commented upon the demonstration as upon an augury 
of greater things to come: ‘The event that took place on Sunday, 
22 April, at Tiflis is of Iristorical importance for the entire 
Caucasus— that day marked the beginning of an open revolu- 
tionary movement in the Caucasus.’* 

Hitherto Djugashvili liad occasionally written short leaflets 
and proclamations as the need for them had arisen. He now 
tried his hand at revolutionary journalism. Ketskhoveli had 
gone to Baku and at last succeeded there in setting up the secret 
printing press about wliich he had dreamt so long.^ He could 
now tackle the publication of an illegal journal in the Georgian 
language. The first copy of the paper called Brdzola (The 
Struggle) appeared in September 1901. 

The programme of the journal was set out in a statement 
‘From the Editors’ of which Stalin was to claim the authorship 
as late as 1946, when he included it in the first edition of his 
Collected Works, Stylistically, the statement was not much like 
his later writings. Probably it was written collectively by 
several hands, and Djugashvili made an essential contribution 
to it. The statement, lucid and simple, with no rhetoric in it, did 
not set out the general ideas of socialism; these its editors took 
for granted. Instead, they turned from the very beginning to 
indirect polemics against the moderate majority of Messame 
Dassy, They explained the reasons that impelled them to resort 
to illegal printing: ‘We would regard it as a great mistake on 
the part of any worker to think that a legal newspaper . . . could 
stand for his, the worker’s, interests. The Government, in its 
“concern” for the workers, has nicely coped with the legally 
published newspapers. A whole pack of officials, called censors, 

' L. Berya, op. cit., p. 24. 

^ L. B. Krasin, Dela Davno Minuvshykh Dnei, pp. 14-17. Krasin, who was respon- 
sible for the whole technical side of the organization, calls Ketskhoveli an ‘organ- 
izer of genius\ 
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has been put on to such newspapers. . . . Instruction after 
instruction goes out to the committee of censors: “nothing is to 
be said about the workers, nothing published about this or that 
event” and so on.’* 

Brdzola was the first free paper, because it achieved freedom 
from censorship. What was even more characteristic was the 
editors’ political modesty. They expressly stated that they had 
no ambition to make any policies of their own, because 
Georgian Labour ought to be part of the Labour movement of 
the whole of Russia. So their policies would inevitably be 
subordinated to those of the leaders of socialism in the Tsarist 
Empire. This again was more than a pinprick at the majority 
of Messame Dassy who were inclined to favour a Georgian party 
of their own, federated with the Russian party but not subordi- 
nated to it. 

The next copy of Brdzola came out three months later in 
December 1 90 r . It carried a fairly long, unsigned essay on ‘The 
Russian Social Democratic Party and its Immediate Tasks’. Its 
author was Djugashvili. The essay was a summary of the views 
of hkra^ and quite especially of those of Lenin himself; but the 
future Stalin could unmistakably be traced in its style and 
method of exposition, in its vocabulary and even in the favourite 
metaphors that several decades later the author was to repeat 
time and again in quite different circumstances, when they 
would be reported all over the world and make history. There 
was a quaint forcefulness in his emphasis on the essential points 
of the argument, a somewhat boring repetitiveness also 
characteristic of Lenin’s style — and a fondness for the sombre 
hyperbolic image smacking of an Orthodox Sunday sermon. 
‘Many storms, many streams of blood have swept western 
Europe in order that an end should be put to the oppression 
of the majority of the people by a minority; but the suffering 
has not yet been dispelled, the wounds have remained just as 
sore as before, and the pain is becoming more and more un- 
bearable every day.’^ Leaving the clumsy images behind, the 
author then gave a concise and popular summary of the history 
of socialism in Europe and Russia, such as most Socialist 
propagandists of the time would have made on the basis of 
Engels’s Utopian and Scientific Socialism and of Plekhanov’s or 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenyay vol. i, pp. 3-10. ^ Ibid., p. ii. 
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Lenin’s writings. He used concrete examples from recent local 
events to point the conclusion that the Caucasus had lagged 
behind the rest of Russia in Socialist maturity. He then struck 
out against the Economists who wanted the workers to fight 
only for their bread and butler and not for socialism against 
autocracy. The Economists were as penny wise and pound 
foolish as the moderate Socialists in western Europe ; for instance, 
the followers of Eduard Bernstein in Germany, who believed in 
petty reforms and gave up the great ideal of socialism. His 
references to disputes among Socialists in Germany were based 
on reports in hkra^ for the author knew no German; but they 
showed that he was watching the trends and currents in western 
European socialism though his evidence was second-hand. In 
western Europe, he went on to argue, the reformist Socialists 
could at least claim that they lived under a civilized capitalism, 
‘where human rights had already been won’; but how could 
one believe in piecemeal progress under despotic Tsardom? 
‘Only great aim^' can arouse great energies.’ This was not to say 
that Socialists should have nothing to do with the workers’ fight 
for bread and butter. On the contrary, Socialists should help 
in that fight, because in the course of it, however petty its 
immediate objectives, the workers were bound to muster their 
strength and eventually to clash with the State that represented 
nothing but the organized force of the possessing classes. 

The second part of the essay began with a bitter and angry 
picture of oppressed Russia: 

Not only the working class has been groaning under the yoke 
of tsardom. Other social classes, too, are strangled in the grip of 
autocracy. Groaning is the hunger-swollen Russian peasantry .... 
Groaning are the small town -dwellers, petty employees . . . petty 
officials, in a word, that multitude of small men whose existence is 
just as insecure as that of the v orking class and who have reason 
enough to be discontented with their social position. Groaning, too, 
is the lower and even middle bourgeoisie that cannot put up with the 
tsarist knout and bludgeon, especially the educated section of the 
bourgeoisie. . . . Groaning are the oppressed nationalities and religions 
in Russia, among them the Poles and the Finns driven from their 
native lands and injured in their most sacred feelings. Autocracy 
has brutally trampled over their rights and freedom that were 
granted to them by history. Groaning are the unceasingly perse- 
cuted and humiliated Jews, deprived even of those miserable rights 
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that other Russian subjects enjoy — the right to live where they 
choose, the right to go to school, &c. Groaning are the Georgians, 
the Armenians and other nations who can neither have their own 
schools nor be employed by the State and are compelled to submit 
to the shameful and oppressive policies of Russification. . . . Groan- 
ing are the many millions of members of Russian religious sects who 
want to worship according to the dictates of their own conscience 
rather than to those of the Orthodox priests.* 

The picture of that ‘other’, the oppressed Russia, made 
emphatic by crude and yet effective repetitions was calculated 
to impress the readers with the great possibilities of the approach- 
ing revolution. The working class, that most revolutionary of 
all classes, had allies in so many sections of society. 

Here, however, the author sounded a sober note of warning : 
‘Alas, the Russian peasantry is still stunned by age-old slavery, 
misery, and dark ignorance; it is only now awakening, it has not 
yet grasped where is its enemy. The oppressed nationalities of 
Russia cannot even think of freeing themselves of their own 
accord as long as they have against them not only the Russian 
Government but even the Russian people still unaware that 
autocracy is their common foe.’ But his more emphatic warning 
was against the duplicity of the bourgeois opposition to Tsar- 
dom: ‘The bourgeoisie of all countries and nations know only 
too well how to appropriate the fruits of victories won by others; 
they know only too well how to stir a fire with other people’s 
hands. They never wished to risk their own relatively privileged 
position in a struggle against a powerful foe, in a struggle not 
yet easily to be won. Though discontented, they are still quite 
well-off and therefore gladly cede to the working-class and to 
the ordinary people at large the right to expose their backs to 

' J. Stalin, Sochinenya, \’ol. i, pp. 21-2. The sequence in which the author spoke 
about the ‘groaning’ nationalities is noteworthy. First came the oppressed classes in 
Russian society itself, then the Poles and Finns, then the Jews; and only after the 
Jews did the author mention inter aha the Georgians, his own nationality, to wind 
up with the persecuted Russian religious sects. This sequence was not accidental. It 
was calculated to put the Georgian problem in a wide international perspective, 
in which it appeared as only one, and not the most important, particular case of 
general, Empire-wide oppression. This manner of treating the Georgian problem 
in a Cieorgian newspaper was almost provocatively deliberate. The author was 
clearly determined to counteract the political self-centrcdness, so characteristic 
of any oppressed nationality, of which other political groups in Georgia were not 
free. The promise made by Brdzolay in its first issue, that it would treat Georgian 
socialism as an organic part of Russian socialism was scrupulously carried out here. 
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Cossack whips, to fight on barricades and so on.’ TlTc industrial 
working class therefore ought to assume the leadership. Any 
victory over autocracy would turn out a sham if it were to be 
achieved under bourgeois leadership, because the bourgeoisie 
would trample upon the rights of workers and peasants after 
these had ‘picked the chestnuts out of the fire’ for the bourgeoisie.^ 
If autocracy was overthrown by the people led by proletarian 
Socialists, the result would be ‘a broad democratic constitution^ 
giving equal rights to the worker, the oppressed peasant and 
the capitalist’. 

Read nearly half a century after it was written, this 
moderate democratic conclusion (equal rights even to the 
capitalists) must appear inconsistent with the bitter aspersions 
cast by the author on the bourgeoisie. But this ‘inconsistency’ 
was then common to all Russian Socialists. Their common 
assumption was that Russia was not ripe for socialism ; and that 
all that the revolution could achieve in any foreseeable future 
was the replacement of feudal autocracy by democratic 
capitalism.^ This was the now familiar paradox in the attitude 
of Socialists who as opponents of capitalism had nevertheless to 
fight for the victory of a capitalist democracy in their country. 
A few years later a fundamental split was to occur in their ranks 
in connexion with that paradox. The moderate Socialists, or 
Mensheviks, were to argue that in a revolution that was merely 
to replace feudalism by capitalism the Liberal middle class must 
inevitably play first fiddle; and that the Socialists having helped 
liberalism to defeat autocracy and to obtain power must sub- 
sequently assume the role of an ordinary Socialist opposition 
in a parliamentary capitalist republic. The Bolsheviks were to 
argue, just as Djugashvili was arguing in 1901, that bourgeois 
liberalism could not be relied upon to defeat autocracy; and 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. i, p. 23. In 1939 Stalin tried to justify in advance the 
agreement with Hitler he was then preparing by saying that after Munich the 
western powers wanted Russia to ‘pull the chestnuts out of the fire for them’. 

^ In his foreword to his Works, written in 1946 {Sochinenya. vol. i, pp. xiv-xv), 
Stalin explained why he thought that Russia w'as not ripe for .socialism at that time. 
He ‘accepted then the thesis familiar among Marxists, according to which one of 
the chief conditions for the victory of the Socialist revolution was that the prole- 
tariat should become the majority of the population. C^onsequently in those coun- 
tries in which the proletariat did not yet form the majority of the population, 
because capitalism had not yet sufficiently developed, the victory of socialism was 
impossible.’ - 



THE SOCIALIST UNDERGROUND 43 

that Socialists had to assume leadership in the anti-feudal 
revolution, even though in doing so they merely paved the way 
for some sort of democratic order that would remain capitalist 
in its economic structure. This political debate was to develop 
fully only on the eve of the Revolution of 1905. From then on 
the Bolsheviks’ stock argument was to remain unchanged in 
its main features until 1917. 

Thus, Djugashvili in the ‘moderation’ and democratic 
orthodoxy that led him to believe in equal rights for workers, 
peasants, and capitalists was true to the spirit of Russian 
socialism in those days. What is perhaps surprising is that at 
that early stage, several years before the split between Bolsheviks 
and Mensheviks, when he himself was only twenty-two, his 
outlook was already that of the future Bolshevik. He already 
spoke in the idiom in which Leninism was to speak until 1917. 
His political ideas had already crystallized to such an extent 
that the next ten or fifteen years were to change them but little. 
Lenin’s influence on him had already been decisive even then, 
in spite of the fact that the founder of Bolshevism had only 
published his early writings, his influence being still mainly 
anonymous, since most of his essays and articles had appeared 
under various pen-names or altogether unsigned. This is not 
to say that the young Caucasian was equally impressed by all 
aspects of Lenin’s complex and many-sided personality. Some 
of the master’s preoccupations and ideas, and, even more, some 
of the undercurrents in his mind, were quite beyond the mental 
range of the pupil, and they were to remain so. But to those 
features of Lenin’s thought which he could grasp, he responded 
keenly from the outset. 

The young writer was no mere propagandist; he also showed 
himself to be a technician of the revolution, keenly interested 
in the specific means that would lead the party to the desired 
end. He analysed the various methods of action, their merits 
and demerits, and made a comparative study of the relative 
effectiveness of strikes, clandestine newspapers, and street 
demonstrations. The clandestine press could reach only a 
narrow circle of readers; this was its limitation. Strikes were 
more effective but risky; they tended to rebound upon the 
striking workers themselves. Street demonstrations were the 
most effective form of action so far. Eljugashvili obviously had 
1 
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in mind the first successful May Day in the Caucacus which he 
had just helped to stage. Somewhat dizzy with success, he may 
have overrated its importance. But in his analysis there was a 
flash of shrewd insight into mass psychology and also into the 
mechanics of Tsardom’s suicidal self-defence. Demonstrations 
staged by a handful of revolutionaries, he argued, stirred the 
curiosity of an indifferent public; and ^nothing could be more 
dangerous to tyrannical authority than the people\s curiosity.^ The 
street demonstration captures the mind of the neutral onlooker 
who cannot remain neutral for long. The police would brutally 
disperse the demonstrators and some onlookers would be in 
sympathy with the victims of oppression. In its stupid rage the 
police would fail to distinguish between onlookers and demon- 
strators; both would feel its knout. The ranks of the next 
Socialist procession would be swollen by some who had merely 
gaped at the previous one. Even the knout is becoming our ally, 
Djugashvili commented. At the end of the process, he prophe- 
sied, was ‘the spectre of a people’s Revolution*. About this he 
was so confident that he ventured a very specific forecast: it 
would take no more than two or three years for the ‘spectre’ 
to appear.^ Rarely has a political prophecy been better con- 
firmed than this one. Exactly three years passed and then 
followed the outbreak of the Revolution of 1905. 

Whatever its political quality, the essay was not a literary 
feat. There was nothing scholarly in it. At Djugashvili’s pre- 
sent age, twenty-two, Lenin had written economic and statistical 
treatises of which many a lecturer and even professor of econo- 
mics would not have felt ashamed. Trotsky, born in the same 
year as Djugashvili, soon gained distinction as one of Iskra" s 
important contributors. An essay like Djugashvili’s would hardly 
have made its way into the columns of Iskra^ let alone into 
those of the more highbrow journal ^arya (The Dawn), also 
published by Plekhanov and Lenin. Judged by such standards, 
his essay was too much the work of a disciple and imitator; his 
sociological reasoning was crude; his style, though forceful in 
its own way, was too pedestrian. The editors of Iskra^ and 
especially Lenin, could easily have told on which of their own 
articles the provincial writer had been chewing and they could 
have traced the paragraphs he had borrowed from them, lock, 

’ J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. i, pp. 26-7. ^ Ibid., p. 28. 
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Stock, and b^irrel. But it would be unfair to judge Djugashvili’s 
first writings by the standards of the highly sophisticated literary 
Mite of Russian socialism, especially after Brdzola had modestly 
introduced itself to its readers as the Georgian mouthpiece of 
that Mite. By local Caucasian standards, Djugashvili’s essay was 
a feat. The student who reads it now, with the author’s later 
writings in his mind, cannot help wondering at the comparative 
maturity of its style. The essay in Brdzola belongs to the best 
things its author was to write over nearly half a century; few 
were to be better, and many were to be much poorer in both 
content and style. 


A detailed account of Djugashvili’s doings in the next few 
months or even years would make a monotonous tale. He was 
now leading the typical existence of a hunted Socialist agitator 
and organizer; the substance of this life consisted of strikes, 
street demonstrations, secret meetings, conferences, and so forth. 
His doings were so typical of people of his sort that most of 
them went unrecorded. Only thirty or forty years later was the 
limelight of research turned on them. Then every detail relating 
to his early activities was seized upon by both friend and foe, 
the one eager to show that even the youth of the great leader 
shone with extraordinary grandeur; and the other equally 
determined to trace back almost to the cradle the vices of the 
evil man. The apologetic and denunciatory volumes that have 
been written in the process have contributed little to a real 
knowledge of Stalin. Only a few indubitable facts can be 
picked out of the welter of irrelevant polemics. 

In November 1901 he was formally elected as a member of 
the Social Democratic Committee of Tiflis. This body, con- 
sisting of nine persons, led the Socialist groups in the Caucasian 
capital, and for a time it was also the virtual Executive for the 
whole of the Caucasus. Djugashvili was thus placed in a position 
of vantage for the control of the movement in the whole province. 
Only two weeks after his promotion, however, he quitted Tiflis 
for Batum, the new centre of the oil industry on the T urkish border, 
which had only just been connected by pipeline with Baku. 
The central figure in the Tiflis Committee was Sylvester 
Djibladze, the same man who had once assaulted a Principal of 
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the Theological Seminary and later became Djugajhvili’s tutor 
in socialism. The two men were not on good terms. Djibladze 
may have treated his pupil somewhat patronizingly and hurt 
his pride. In addition, he sided with the moderate wing of 
Messame Dassy. Political as well as personal antagonisms made 
their co-operation rather difficult. Djugashvili’s departure for 
Batum was probably the most convenient way out for all — for 
Djibladze, for Djugashvili, and for the Tiflis Committee. Batum 
needed an energetic Socialist organizer, and the junior of the 
two rivals was bound to find an outlet there for his energy and 
ambition.* It was, incidentally, during his stay in that town, 
on the Turkish border, that Djugashvili began to use the 
pseudonym Koba, meaning ‘The Indomitable’ in the Turkish 
vernacular. Koba was also the name of a heroic outlaw, a 
people’s avenger in a poem by the Georgian poet Kazbegi, one 
of Djugashvili ’s favourite writers in the years of boyhood. As 
Koba the revolutionary was to be best known among his com- 
rades before he assumed the more famous pseudonym Stalin, 
and old Caucasian Bolsheviks were to call him Koba even much 
later.^ 

Batum was a much smaller town than Tiflis; its population 
was only 25,000, while Tiflis had 1 50,000. But as an industrial 
centre it was rapidly growing in importance, largely because of 
the influx of foreign capital. The chief oil works were already 
owned by the Rothschild concern; and more than one-quarter 
of all the industrial workers of the Caucasus lived in Batum. 
Though the town had already had its share of Socialist propa- 
ganda, it could not yet pride itself on the possession of a coherent 
clandestine organization. Koba was bent on making good this 
gap. A few weeks after his arrival he convened a conference of 
Socialists — ostensibly the gathering was merely a gay and harm- 
less New Year’s party — at which the Social Democratic Com- 
mittee of Batum was elected. His next step was to set up a 
secret press, similar to Ketskhoveli’s at Baku. The press was 
established in one little room that served him also as his private 
lodging. ‘The type was laid out in match and cigarette boxes 
and on slips of paper’, according to the memoirs of one of the 
printers who themselves were, of course, also Socialists. The 

* L. Berya, op. cit., pp. 24-(>; L. Trotsky, Stalin, pp. 29-30. 

* A. S. Alliluyeva, Vospominanya, p. no. 

f 
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eyewitness v^as to remember Koba seated at a table in the middle 
f of the printing shop, writing his leaflets and passing them on to 
the compositors.* Now and then Koba would make a trip to 
Tiflis, get in touch with the Committee men there, take part 
in their deliberations and report on his own achievements at 
Batum. The leaflets written by himself and produced in his 
own lodgings were finding their way to the oil works, the loading 
stations, and the factories, and their efl'ect was soon felt in 
political ferment and labour troubles. A confidential report of 
the secret police stated : Tn autumn 1901 the Social Democratic 
Committee of Tiflis sent one of its members, Joseph Vissario- 
novich Djugashvili, formerly a pupil in the sixth form of the 
Tiflis Seminary, to Batum for the purpose of carrying on 
propaganda among the factory workers. As a result of Djugash- 
vili’s activities . . . Social Democratic organizations began to 
spring up in all the factories of Batum. The results of the 
Social Democratic propaganda could already be seen in 1902, 
in the prolonged strike in the Rothschild factory and in street 
demonstrations.’^ During one such demonstration the Cau- 
casian Rifle Battalion opened fire on the crowd and fifteen 
workers were killed and many wounded. The Okhrana now 
redoubled its efforts to discover the secret press and the 
Socialist agitators. On 5 April 1902 Koba was arrested at a 
meeting of the Batum Committee. The printing shop was not 
discovered. 

His stay at Batum had lasted only four and a half months, 
but these were months of intense activity. One incident deserves 
to be mentioned, because it cast its shadow ahead on future 
events. Koba’s doings at Batum evoked some sharp criticisms 

* See the memoirs of S. Todrya and G. Kaladzc in Daturmkaya Demonstratsya igo2 
goda, pp. 53, 73. 

^ See die police reports on Stalin’s activities, ibid., pp. 177-90. A colourful 
description of the primitive oriental background of the Batum organization is found 
in Stalin i Khashim, pp. 14-32. Hunted by the police, Koba moved to an Abkhazian 
village near Batum. There he lived in the house of an old Moslem, Khashim, 
whither he transferred the printing press as well. Members of the organization 
coming to collect illegal leaflets disguised themselves as women and covered their 
faces with chadras, the traditional long veils worn by Caucasian women. Neigh- 
bours became suspicious, and the rumour spread that Koba was engaged in 
counterfeiting money. When the villagers began to demand a share in his profits 
the situation became dangerous. But Koba apparently succeeded in explaining 
the real nature of his work to the villagers and in gaining their confidence. He 
had, however, to promise Khashim that he would embrace the Moslem faith. 
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from the more moderate Socialists on the spot whcf were led by 
Nikolai Chkheidze. Chkheidze, an ex-seminarist like Koba, had ^ 
cautiously sown the first seeds of socialism on the Black Sea 
coast and had been held in high esteem for his wide education 
and fine oratory. Apparently the propagandist later on grew 
timid over the setting up of an effective clandestine organiza- 
tion. He did not believe that such an organization had any 
chance of survival in a small place like Batum where secrecy 
would not easily be maintained and clandestine activity could 
be nipped in the bud by the Okhrana. He considered Koba’s 
plans to be reckless, and implored him, personally and through 
friends, to desist and leave the local Socialists to go their own 
way. But Koba was not to be persuaded. Though denounced 
by his adversary as a ‘disorganizer’ and ‘madman’, he saw his 
plans through to the end and denounced Chkheidze’s ‘faint- 
heartedness’.* Later the two Georgians were to meet in bigger 
encounters. Ten years after, in 1912, Chkheidze was the great 
Menshevik orator in St. Petersburg and Chairman of the 
parliamentary representation of the Socialists in the Duma (the 
Tsarist quasi-Parliament), while Koba was one of the leaders 
of clandestine Bolshevism, pulling the wires behind the Bol- 
shevik deputies in the Duma. In 1917 Chkheidze was the 
Menshevik President of the Petersburg Soviet (a post in which, 
when the tide of Bolshevism was rising, he was succeeded by 
Trotsky) ; while Stalin was a member of the Bolshevik Central 
Committee. In that year of revolution the two Georgian ex- 
seminarists joined battle in the capital of the Tsars to the 
accompaniment of epithets not very different from those first 
exchanged at Batum. 

* L. Bcrya, op. cit., p. 29; Batumskaya Demonstratsya igo2 goda, pp. 64-5, 187-90. 
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When, in the first days of April 1902, the doors of the Batum 
prison clo.scd behind Koba-Djugashvili he needed no exceptional 
gift for martyrdom to endure his lot. The Tsarist prisons, ill- 
famed as they were, seem mild, almost liumanitarian to a 
generation that knows the cruelties of a Himmler or a Yezhov 
and the death camps of Belsen and Au.schwitz. The regime in 
Tsarist prisons and places of exile was a mixture of brutality 
and ‘liberal’ inefficiency. There was enough brutality to con- 
firm the prisoners in their hatred of the existing order, and 
enough muddled inefficiency to allow the revolutionary work 
to be effectively carried on even behind prison bars. For many 
young Socialists, the prisons were their ‘universities’, where they 
had a chance to get a solid revolutionary education, often under 
experienced tutors. As a rule, the political prisoners, who 
enjoyed certain ‘privileges’ not granted to criminals, organized 
their communal life in a spirit of solidarity and mutual assist- 
ance. The prison was usually a great debating society. No 
wonder that in their memoirs some of the cx-prisoners recall 
the mild sadness they felt on leaving their cells for freedom. 

Koba imposed upon himself a rigid discipline, rose early, 
worked hard, read much, and was one of the chief debaters in 
the prison commune. After many years ex-inmates remembered 
him arguing against agrarian Socialists and other opponents of 
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Iskra. His manner in debating was logical, sharp, And scornful. 
Apart from such discussions, he was uncommunicative, self- ' 
possessed, and aloof. So far nearly all the writers of memoirs 
seem to agree, but they differ on other points. Friends remem- 
ber him as a patient, sensitive, and helpful comrade, while 
opponents describe the sclf-confidcnt debater as a dark intriguer, 
fond of reviling his critics and of inciting his fanatical followers 
against them.^ From Batum, Koba was transferred to another 
prison at Kutais, and from there he was shifted back to Batum. 
Altogether he spent over a year and a half in Caucasian jails, 
until the end of November 1903. The prosecution had no 
specific evidence against him except reports of secret police 
agents which an ordinary judge would not accept as valid 
ground for conviction. Like most suspects on whom no offence 
could be pinned, Koba was ‘administratively’ condemned to 
deportation for a term of three years. He was to be exiled to 
the village Novaya Uda in the Irkutsk province of eastern 
Siberia. The prisoner could invoke no habeas corpus; no law 
whatvSoever protected him against the arbitrary exercise of 
power by authority. 

While Koba was imprisoned two events occurred: one was 
local in character and threw some light on his status in the 
underground; the other was of far greater importance for the 
future of Russia, world socialism — and Koba’s career. In 
March 1903 the Social Democratic groups of the Caucasus 
formed an All-Caucasian Federation. In his absence Koba was 
elected a member of its Executive. It was very rare indeed for 
any conference to elect an imprisoned member to a leading 
body, unless his role in the underground was so eminent that 
it was worth the organization’s while to take all the trouble of 
consulting him on a major issue in his prison. Much has since 
been written in order to belittle or to exaggerate Koba’s role 
in those days. This suggests that at the age of twenty-two he 
was already some sort of ‘grey eminence’ in the underground 
of his native province. He was certainly not the undistinguished 
member of the rank and file, the nonentity, described by Trotsky. 
Nor was he the ‘Lenin of the Caucasus’, as his hagiographers 
see him; for this his personality was still too grey, even if 
eminent. 

* E. Yaroslavsky, op. cit., p. 31 ; Batumskaya Demonstratsya igo 2 goduy pp. 96-7. 
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The othdt, far more important, event began in July, in a 
back room of the Socialist Maison du Peuple in Brussels — a room 
packed with bales of wool and full of fleas — and ended in Lon- 
don in the latter half of August. In Brussels there assembled at 
last the All-Russian Congress of Social Democrats prepared by 
the Iskra’-m^n. This was in fact the first real Congress of Russian 
Socialists, although out of deference to the miscarried gathering 
in Minsk in 1898 historians have called it the Second Congress. 
After a few days, the delegates found that their comings and 
goings were closely watched by Tsarist spies; and the Congress 
was hastily transferred from Brussels to London. The delegates 
hoped to consummate the work of Iskra and to achieve the 
final formation of an All-Russian party. But this was not to 
happen, for at that Congress began the split of Russian socialism 
into two factions, the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks, the revo- 
lutionaries and the moderates or the ‘hards’ and the ‘softs’, as 
they were called at first. The session of the Iskra^mcn at which 
the first skirmishes took place was presided over by the twenty- 
three-year-old Trotsky, because the older leaders could not 
agree on the person of any other chairman. Fourteen or fifteen 
years after it began, the schism was to shake Europe and the 
world not less violently than did another schism initiated by 
Martin Luther 400 years before. Yet its beginnings seemed 
trivial in the extreme. The Wittenberg Cathedral certainly 
provided a less grotesque setting for the birth of the Reforma- 
tion than the flea-infested bales of wool at the Maison du Peuple in 
Brussels for the birth of Bolshevism. Lutlier put his challenge to 
the Papacy in the ninety-five Theses he nailed to the door of the 
Cathedral. Lenin’s challenge was at first contained in one small 
clause of one short paragraph. If Luther was surprised but 
comforted by the strength of the opposition to his ideas, Lenin 
was so upset by the cleavage he had provoked that immediately 
after the Congress he suffered a nervous breakdown.* Luther’s 
Theses are said to have been known all over Germany within 
a fortnight of their publication — Lenin’s First Paragraph of the 
Party Statutes was to remain unknown to any wide public. 
Yet the ball that he set rolling into history in July-August 1903 
is still on the move. 

Paragraph i of the Party Statutes was to define who should 

‘ N. Krupskaya, Memories of Lemn, pp. 72-80; L. Trotsky, Mein Leben, p. 154. 
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be regarded as a member of the party. Seemingl/, no matters 
of principle or even tactics were raised by it. Indeed, the Con- 
gress began discussing the point as an issue of pure organization, 
after a common programme and resolutions on tactics had been 
agreed upon. Two draft clauses lay before the delegates. 
Lenin’s draft ran as follows: ‘A member of the Russian Social 
Democratic Workers’ Party is any person who accepts its pro- 
gramme, supports the Party with material means and personally 
participates in one of its organizations.’ In the other draft, put 
forward by Martov, the words ‘personally participates in one 
of its organizations’ were substituted by ‘personally and regu- 
larly co-operates under the guidance of one of its organizations’.* 
On the face of things, the two formulae were almost identical, 
and the controversy looked like an elaborate essay in hair- 
splitting. Underlying the wrangle, however, were two distinct 
and even conflicting ideas about the outlook and structure of the 
party. Lenin insisted that only people regularly participating 
in the underground organization should be regarded as mem- 
bers and have the formal right to influence the policy of the 
party. He would not include within the framework of the 
party the growing fringe of sympathizers and fellow travellers, 
whether intellectuals or workers. The members of the clan- 
destine organization were to be the soldiers of revolution, volun- 
tarily accepting its discipline and ready to act on the orders and 
instructions of a central leadership. The fellow travellers could 
not be reckoned upon as the steady and reliable soldiers of the 
revolution — they were its shapeless and wavering civilian 
reserve. The party, as Lenin saw it, was to be a coherent, 
closely knit and highly centralized body, endowed with unfail- 
ing striking power. Its strength would be diluted and its striking 
power blunted if the unsteady fringe of moody sympathizers 
were to be brought into it. Lenin argued that this was exactly 
the danger lurking in Martov’s vague formula, which demanded 
from members merely ‘co-operation under the guidance of the 
organization’ instead of disciplined work in the organization 
itself. 

The party was to be the instrument of revolution. So far 
only the shape of that instrument was a matter of controversy. 

‘ Lenin, Sochtnenya, vol. vii, pp. 55-69; F. Dan, Proiskhozhdeme Bolshevizma, pp. 
266-Bo. 
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Both sides took it for granted that they were of one mind on 
the nature of the revolution itself. 1 rue, even before the Con- 
gress, the editors of Iskra were dimly aware of differences in 
outlook. Half jestingly they would label one another as ‘hard’ 
or ‘soft’. Lenin’s ‘hardness’ was beyond dispute. ‘This is the 
stuff of which the Robcspicrres arc made’, remarked Plckhanov 
of his ex-pupil, who was now distinctly making his bid for 
leadership, in defiance of the Old Guard. Equally indisputable 
was Martov’s ‘softness’. But until now such differences had 
been looked upon as difi'erences of individual disposition and 
temperament, natural in any team of men working for a com- 
mon purpose; these temperamental differences had not yet had 
time to translate themselves into distinct political antagonisms. 
At the Congress the protagonists themselves were surprised and 
dismayed at the passionate nature of the dispute. They felt they 
were allowing their tempers to carry them much farther than 
sound reasoning could justify. They comforted themselves with 
the thought that the unexpected squall would be followed by 
more serene weather; and that the minor crack in their unity 
could easily be plastered over. On the immediate issue — Para- 
graph I of the Statutes — Lenin was defeated. Martov’s draft 
was passed by 28 voles against 23. Lenin took his reverse with 
good grace. ‘I do not think’, he said, ‘that our differences 
are so important as to be a matter of life or death for the 
party. We shall hardly perish because of one poor clause 
in our statute.’* All the actors seemed to shrink before their 
own roles and to mistake the prologue to the drama for its 
epilogue. 

A new squall broke towards the end of the Congress, when 
delegates came to elect the Ictiding bodies of' the party and the 
editorial staff of Iskra. Unexpectedly Lenin’s candidates were 
elected and Martov’s defeated. The ballot was largely acci- 
dental. Some of the ‘softer’ delegates had left the Congress so 
that now only two-thirds of the initial number of delegates cast 
their votes. Lenin’s candidates were elected by a majority of 
2 votes only (19 against 17, with 3 abstentions). Lenin insisted 
on the legitimate character of the ballot, as he was formally 
entitled to do. But the ‘minority’ refused to accept defeat. 
From now on, Lenin’s followers would be called the men of the 
* F. Dan, op. cit., p. 281, and 2 Syezd R.S.D.R.P., p 278. 
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majority, Bolsheviki. From this the incongruous ternrv Bolshevism, 
with its cosmopolitan suffix ill-fitted to its Russian root, entered 
the vocabulary of politics. The followers of Martov were the 
men of the minority — Mensheviki. The new ‘isms’, reflecting not 
differences of principle but the accidental arithmetic of a single 
ballot, were as if designed to mark a superficial and transient 
division. In fact they marked a chasm which was to split the 
movement from head to foot. 

After the Congress, the Mensheviks refused to acknowledge 
the authority of the Bolshevik Central Committee and declared 
a boycott of it. Lenin insisted on the letter of the decision made 
by the Congress. The majority that elected his candidates, he 
argued, was valid, and the Central Committee was the legiti- 
mate supreme authority of the party; the Menshevik boycott 
was an act of impermissible individualism and anarchism not 
to be tolerated. Out of this there developed anew, and with 
increased vigour, the dispute over the nature and the structure 
of the party. The Mensheviks protested against the ‘state of 
siege’ that Lenin was introducing into the party and against his 
idea of what the party ought to be. They charged him with 
foisting on socialism a lifeless barrack-like discipline. Gradually, 
the field of controversy widened, though it was many years 
before even Lenin grasped all its implications. 

This much at least soon became clear : the different views on 
organization reflected different approaches to issues crucial for 
the revolution. The Mensheviks saw the party as a rather broad, 
and therefore somewhat loose, organization which should strive 
to embrace the working class and the Socialist intelligentsia and 
in the end to become identical with them. That conception 
was based on the belief that socialism was so congenial to the 
proletariat that the whole proletariat could be looked upon as 
the potential Social Democratic party. To Lenin’s mind, this 
was naive. He saw the working class as a vast heterogeneous 
mass, divided by differences of origin and outlook and split by 
sectional interests. Not all sections of the proletariat could, in 
his view, achieve a high degree of Socialist enlightenment. 
Some were deeply sunk in ignorance and superstition. If the 
party tried to embrace the whole, even most, of the proletariat, 
it would become heterogeneous like the proletariat itself — it 
would embrace its weakness as well as its strength, its ignorance 
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as well as its Socialist longing, its backwardness as well as its 
aspirations. It would become an inert image of the working class 
instead of being its inspirer, leader, and organizer.* It was 
foolish, in Lenin’s view, to rely on the spontaneous urge of 
workers towards socialism, because of their own accord they 
would attain no more than pure trade-unionism, which in itself 
was compatible with the capitalist order. Quoting the recog- 
nized authority on Marxist doctrine, Karl Kautsky, Lenin 
kept rubbing in the point that socialism had been brought 
into the Labour movement from outside by bourgeois intel- 
lectuals, by Marx, Engels, and others. This proved that it was 
no use relying on the ‘inborn’ socialism of the masses. The party 
must be a select body embracing only the most enlightened and 
courageous sections of the working class, its real vanguard which 
would not shrink from determined and disciplined action. To 
the Mensheviks this sounded like an ominous repetition of 
Blanquism, the doctrine of the leader of the Paris Commune, 
who had believed that the only method of achieving revolution 
was direct action by a small conspiratorial minority ignoring 
the will of the majority. Blanquism was anathema to all 
Marxists; and Lenin was anxious to clear himself of the 
charge. He explained that in his view revolution could win 
only if it was wanted and backed by a majority of the people 
— in this he differed from Blanqui. But the majority must 
be led by an active and highly organized minority — in this 
he differed from the Mensheviks and the western European 
Socialists who, like Kautsky and Rosa Luxemburg, sided with 
the Mensheviks. 

Looking farther back in history for another analogy, the 
Mensheviks, especially Trotsky who at first was their vigorous 
spokesman, castigated Lenin for his ‘Jacobinism’. Lenin took 
no umbrage at the label. He accepted it even with some pride 
and remarked only that, while the Jacobins were the party of 
the lower middle class, the petty bourgeoisie^ he was a proletarian 
Socialist. But after all were the Jacobins not the makers of the 
French Revolution? And was it not odd that the revolution- 
aries should deem Jacobinism to be an insult? He concluded 
that his critics were merely the Girondins of their day, the 
imitators of those timid conciliators whom the revolution had 

* Lenin, Sochinenyay vol. vi, pp. 456-9. 
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to sweep away in order to rise to its Jacobin clinfex.* At this 
point history seemed to move over the debate that raged in 
little brochures and obscure ‘sectarian’ periodicals. Trotsky 
was quick to remind Lenin that the Jacobin story did not end 
with the ascendancy of revolution; and that its epilogue was 
the mutual slaughter of the Jacobin leaders. The Jacobins, 
Trotsky wrote in 1903, ‘chopped off people’s heads — we want 
to enlighten human minds with socialism’. ‘Jacobin Bolshevik 
tactics will eventually result in the indictment before a revolu- 
tionary tribunal of the wliolc international proletarian move- 
ment charged with conciliatoriness. The lion’s head of Marx 
would be the first to roll under the blade of the guillotine.’ To 
Lenin this sounded like empty and pretentious rhetoric. He 
was not impressed by speculative glimpses into a remote post- 
revolutionary ey)och. His dynamic intellect and will were now 
entirely geared up to the more immediate task of preparing the 
revolution itself and forging the tools for the job. Trotsky and 
the other Mensheviks were not able to produce any satisfactory 
alternative to his scheme for the party — the party which they 
coiKcix ed would never be able to achieve revolution. 

In the course of the next year, 1904, the first tremors of a 
political earthquake were felt throughout Russia. Tsardom 
suflered its first defeats in the war against Japan that had begun 
in February. Middle-class liberalism, emboldened by events, 
began openly to demand an end to autocracy and the establish- 
ment of a constitutional monarchy. What were the Social 
Democ rats to do? The Mensheviks argued that they were 
bound in duty to support middle-class liberalism against 
autocracy because in a ‘bourgeois’ (that is anti-feudal, but not 
anti-capitalist) revolution, the middle class was anyhow destined 
to lead. Lenin objected to any alliance with middle-class 
liberalism, let alone to the acceptance of its leadership. The 
Liberals’ newly-found courage was deceptive. They would not, 
he forecast, resist autocracy effectively and for long, because 
they were as much afraid of revolution as was Tsardom itself. 
The working class, that is the Socialists, had to assume leader- 
ship even though the revolution would not bring socialism.^ At 

* N. I rotsky, Jsfashi Politicheskiye ^adachi^ pp. 90-102; Lenin, Sochinenya^ vol. vii, 
P- 353- 

" Lenin, Sochinenya, vol. ix, pp. 32-48, 74-85; F. Dan, op. cit., pp. 358-62. 
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this Stage, aM matters of tactics and even principle were thrown 
into the melting-pot. The split grew deeper, wider, and more 
bitter. 

At the Second Congress Lenin had won the first round, but 
he soon lost the next one. He held fast to his view's with such 
fanatical single-mindedness and fought his opponents so relent- 
lessly that he failed to carry his allies or even his followers 
with him. The Menshevik rebels refused to go to Canossa and 
continued to boycott the Bolshevik Central Committee and the 
Editorial Board of hkra. Plekhanov, who had supported Lenin 
at the Congress, was now eager to meet the Menshe\'iks half- 
way. The boycotted Central Committee itself felt ill at ease 
with its formal authority and refused to impose it on a reluctant 
membership. Lenin found himself almost isolated. He resigned 
from the Editorial Board hkra, leaving the paper in the hands 
of the Mensheviks. He thereby undid an important part of his 
initial success, for most of the threads to the underground in 
Russia were in the hands o{ Iskra. But having missed his oppor- 
tunities immediately after the Congress, when ostensibly he was 
on strong ground, Lenin was undeterred by his isolation. On 
the contrary, his energy multiplied and he seemed to recover 
all his tactical resourcefulness, even though he stood almost 
alone, deserted by friends and derided by opponents. He 
shifted the weight of the struggle into the underground in 
Russia. He appealed to tlic local committees against the 
Mensheviks and those Bolsheviks who wTre anxious to con- 
ciliate them. 


While the colonies of Russian emigres in western Europe 
were seething with the new controversy, Koba-Djugashvili was 
shifted from prison to prison, until in November 1903 he was 
deported to Novaya Uda. Before the convoy of exiles, escorted 
by gendarmes, left the Black Sea coast for the long and dreary 
journey into the Siberian winter, he may or may not have heard 
the first vague tidings about the split. It was more than a month 
before Koba arrived at Novaya Uda. On the way, the convoy 
often halted to absorb more deportees. As they moved east- 
wards, the exiles felt more and more closely the breath of the 
impending Russo-Japanese war. There was far too much 
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excitement and fever in the air for Koba to put tup with the 
prospect of being cut off from politics for three long years. No 
sooner had he arrived at his destination than he began to pre- 
pare his escape. In the evc-of-war confusion, the vigilance of 
the authorities near the Manchurian frontier was weakened. 
The underground was able to organize escapes on a mass scale. 
On 5 January 1904 Koba began his journey back across the 
snowbound wastes of what is to-day the great industrial area 
of the Kuznetsk Basin but was then a lifeless wilderness. A 
peasant cart carried him westwards towards the Urals. On the 
way he suffered from frostbite, but by the end of January or the 
beginning of February 1904 he managed to reappear in Tiflis. 

By now accounts of what had happened at the Congress had 
percolated down to the Caucasian organization. Three Cauca- 
sian delegates had returned from London where they had sided 
with Lenin. Naturally enough, in their accounts the Bolsheviks 
appeared in a favourable light. Leonid Krasin, the future 
diplomat, had also followed Lenin. His influence was very 
great in the Caucasus, where, as an outstanding technician 
holding high managerial posts in industry, he was able to 
render the underground discreet but valuable services. Shortly 
before Koba returned from Siberia, Tiflis was visited, too, by 
one of Lenin’s youngest shield-bearers, Leon Kamenev, who also 
did his share of canvassing. But the initial success of Bolshevism 
in the Caucasus was quickly lost. And, in fact, it was Krasin 
himself who led the conciliatory Bolsheviks against Lenin. He 
was anxious not to allow the cleavage to wreck the young 
organization and he conducted its day-to-day activity as if no 
split had occurred. Much to Lenin’s indignation, he handed 
the great and efficient clandestine printing shop of Baku, where 
Iskra had been printed, to the Mensheviks who were now in 
charge of the paper. In the ranks of the Mensheviks, too, con- 
ciliators and irreconcilables were at loggerheads. 

Thus, the returning Koba ran straight into a confused and 
shifting array of factions and sub-factions. The outlines of the 
controversy were confused by these exasperating processes of 
fission. His first reaction to Bolshevism could not be other than 
vague. Many years later his official biographers were to claim 
that, in his apostolic clearsightedness, he had sided with Lenin 
even before he was deported to Siberia. This version was 
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challenged oy Trotsky, who asserted that Koba was at first a 
Menshevik.* In actual fact there is nothing to suggest either 
that Stalin ever was a Menshevik or that he declared himself to be 
a Bolshevik immediately after the split. Probably, he refrained 
at first from committing himself to any group, trying to find 
out the facts and their meaning amid a fog of conflicting reports. 
His hesitations, if this be the right word for his state of mind, 
did not last long. A few months after his escape from Siberia 
he made up his mind to support Lenin. Towards the end of the 
year 1904 he was already zealously agitating for Bolshevism. 

His first journalistic statement on the split was his article ‘The 
Class of Proletarians and The Party of Proletarians’ written in 
Georgian by the end of the year and published, on New Year’s 
Day 1905, in Proletariaiis Brdzola (Proletarian Struggle).^ The 
periodical, appearing at rather more than quarterly intervals, 
replaced Brdzola^ in which he had made his debut three years 
before. The article was a summary of Lenin’s famous brochure 
One Step Forward^ Two Steps Back. The party, Stalin stated, is 
‘the militant group of leaders’. Consequently it must be: 
{a) smaller in numbers than the working class; [b) superior in 
consciousness and experience; and (r) more coherent than any 
other working-class body. ‘The party of the fighting proletarians 
cannot be an accidental agglomeration of individuals — it must 
be a coherent centralized organization.’ ‘Unity of views on 
programme, tactics and organization forms the basis on which 
our party is being built. If the unity of views crumbles, the 
party, too, crumbles.’ Passive acceptance of the party’s view 
was not enough. There was no lack of prattlers and twaddlers 
ready to accept any programme. Nor could the battles of the 
working class be won by free-lances. ‘Until now our party has 
been like a hospitable patriarchal family, welcoming any sym- 
pathizer in its midst.’ Now, however, ‘we are changing alto- 
gether into a fortress, the doors of which will be opened only 
to the worthy.’ How diflFerent was that fortress from the Social- 
ist banqueting-hall that pleased the Mensheviks so much. Koba 
took the whrl ^ reasoning and even the similes from Lenin. Only 

* I . Trotsky, Stalin, p. 50. Trotsky based this assertion on a single sentence con- 
tained in a police report written in 191 1. The report is inaccurate in other points 
as well. It claims, for instance, that Stalin joined the Social-Democratic party 
only in 1902. 

^ J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. i, pp. 62-73. 
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in one point was he more original, namely in hfe insistence, 
already familiar from his first writings, on the need for absolute 
uniformity of views inside the party. He was aware that in this 
he was more emphatic and explicit than Lenin himself; but he 
trusted that he was dotting the fs and crossing the t's in har- 
mony with Lenin’s intentions. The Mensheviks, he stated, 

speak only about the accejjUince of the programme [as a condition 
for membership]. 'I hey do not say a word about tactics and 
organi/ation. Yet, unity of viev\s on tactics and organization is 
just as essential for tlie unity of the party as is unity of views on 
rnatlers of programme!. We shall be told that Lenin’s formula does 
not mention this either. 'I’liat is true. But there was no need for 
Lenin to discuss this in his formula. Is it not understood that he 
who works in one of the party’s organizations, he who fights together 
witli the party and submits to its organization cannot follow any 
tactics or principles of organization other than those held by the 
fiarty 

It did not occur to the writer that people might be members 
of a parly, accept its programme and discipline and yet disagree 
with it on secondary issues of tactics or methods of organization. 
The ideal that he held out smacked of that ‘monolithic’ ortho- 
doxy into which Bolshevism was to change after its victory, 
largely under Koba’s own guidance. But that ‘monolithism’ 
was still a matter of the future. Not even Lenin thought that 
the split was irremediable. He still hoped for an eventual fusion 
of the factions, and believed that within the broad framework 
of the party there was room for various shades of opinion, 
provided that the unifying factors — community of principle, 
centralization, and self-imposed discipline — were strong enough 
to hold them together. 

In the summer of 1904, Lenin’s young lieutenant Kamenev, 
just released from a prison in Moscow, returned to Tiflis. 
Kamenev had already seen and learned more than Koba, 
though he was three years younger. He had behind him revolu- 
tionary activity at the Moscow University, trips to Geneva, 
Paris, and London, work abroad under Lenin’s personal guid- 
ance, and debates with the other leading lights of Iskra. He 
could not fail to exert some influence on Koba, His present 
assignment was to prepare a regional conference of Caucasian 
‘ J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. i, p. 71. 



THE GENERAL REHEARSAL 6l 

Bolsheviks— ^similar regional conferences were convened in 
northern and southern Russia. For unknown reasons Koba did 
not participate in the Caucasian conference that took place in 
November. The three regional conferences elected an All- 
Russian Bolshevik Bureau, headed by the future Soviet Premier 
Alexey Rykov and the future Commissar for Foreign Affairs 
Maxim Litvinov. The Bureau was Lenin’s counterweight to 
the wavering Central Committee. He was now able to claim 
that his irreconcilable attitude vis-a-vis the Mensheviks was 
backed by the underground workers in Russia. He proposed 
the convening of a new Congress that would put an end to the 
ambiguous situation prevailing hitherto. The Bolshevik con- 
ciliators accepted the proposal. Koba was drawn into the 
campaign for the Congress, which filled the end of this and the 
beginning of the next year. 

The general reasons why Bolshevik tactics appealed to Koba 
are not far to seek. By temperament he belonged to the ‘hard’ 
brand of revolutionaries — softness in any form was not one of 
his characteristics. Lenin’s ideas appealed to him on their own 
merits. They were clear-cut and sharp-edged, very much to his 
liking. Apart from this, one aspect of Leninism, even in those 
early days, had a soothing effect on his own mental and emo- 
tional tensions. Menshevism seemed to belittle or even to 
degrade the role of men like himself, while Bolshevism seemed 
to exalt it. In Lenin’s conception, the professional revolu- 
tionary, the hunted and poorly living full-time agitator and 
organizer was ‘the salt of the earth’. It was he who was steadily 
infusing true socialism into the spontaneous Labour movement. 
The committee-men of Koba’s type were the chosen men of the 
revolution. It is not difficult to imagine how much self- 
confidence and pride Lenin’s theory must have given to Koba, 
who had no recognized standing in official society, who could 
not play a brilliant part even in the underground. He must 
have craved some sort of psychological compensation. And 
here was a theory by which he represented nothing less than 
the high principle of organization opposed to all-pervading 
chaos. In the mirror of the Leninist idea he could see himself 
as the Atlas on whose shoulders rested the future of mankind. 

The underground was beginning to breed its caucus, its 
hierarchy, its bureaucracy. Neither Mensheviks nor Bolsheviks 
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could do without them. That hierarchy was in no’-way inferior 
to the officialdom of any normal, respectable, western European 
party. In some respects — in idealism, devotion to its cause, and 
even in education — it was superior. In the Menshevik pattern of 
the party it had no definite place or role. In theory, though 
by no means in actual fact, it was put on an equal footing with 
everybody else, ‘every striker and Socialist-minded intellectuaf. 
Martov was an ideologue and a man of letters, not the head of 
any hierarchy. Not so Lenin. Although as an ideologue and 
propagandist he was second to none of his rivals, he was, even 
in those early years, also the head of a revolutionary administra- 
tion. He felt and behaved as such without shyness or inhibition. 
He defined clearly the framework of that administration, and 
exalted its activities to the plane of the ideal.* In Koba’s eager 
response to Lenin’s attitude there was therefore a streak of un- 
conscious gratitude for moral promotion. 

While the Socialist underground was torn by the controversy 
and the factions were beside themselves with polemical frenzy, 
they hardly noticed the outbreak of the first Russian revolution. 
The Bolsheviks were preparing a new Congress to be convened 
in London in April 1905. Lenin, having withdrawn from Iskra, 
at last succeeded in publishing a new periodical in Geneva — 
Vperyod (Forward). The Mensheviks announced that they 
would boycott the Congress and convene a conference of their 
own. Meanwhile, the Russo-Japanese war ended with the fall 
of Port Arthur and Russia’s defeat. On 9 January 1905, accord- 
ing to the old Orthodox calendar, a huge crowd of workers, led 
by the priest Gapon, marched towards the Winter Palace in 
Petersburg to submit a petition to the Tsar. The procession 
was meant to be peaceful. Its participants were inspired by 
faitli in the Tsar, from whom, they believed, bad advisers had 
kept the truth about the plight of the people. The tone of their 
petition was plaintive and timid. The loyal character of the 
demonstration was stressed by the many church icons and 
portraits of the Tsar carried by the demonstrators. The Tsarist 

‘VVe ought to raise the calling and the importance of the member of the party 
higher, higher and still higher , thus at the Congress Lenin wound up his speech 
on Paragraph i (Sochinenya, vol. vi, p. 459). ‘We should have created’, he added 
latei, ‘a coherent, honest Iskra-Mimstry' (ibid., \ol. vii p 65) 
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Guards mel>them with bullets. The volleys fired into the crowd 
became the signal for revolution. Strikes spread throughout the 
country. Revolutionaries assassinated the Grand Duke Sergey, 
one of the leaders of the court camarilla. 

The first wave of strikes had hardly subsided when peasant 
revolts broke out in various parts of the country. The fever 
spread to the fringes of the Empire. Strikes in the Polish city 
of Lodz led to an armed rising which lasted nearly a week. 
Barricades covered the streets and squares of Warsaw and 
Odessa. In the port of Odessa the crew of the cruiser Potemkin 
joined in the revolt. In some cities, strikers elected Councils of 
Workers’ Delegates — the first Soviets that emerged from the 
maelstrom of the popular movement. The Tsar, shaken in his 
self-confidence, made a concession and promised to convene a 
Duma, a Consultative Assembly, in which the workers, how- 
ever, were not to be represented. All parties of the opposition, 
from the Liberals to the Bolsheviks, protested against his edict. 
In October a general strike spread from Moscow and Petersburg 
throughout the country. All railways came to a standstill. The 
strikers in Petersburg elected a Council of Workers’ Deputies, 
the Petersburg Soviet, which soon became the most spectacular 
centre of the revolution. For a short time tlie Petersburg Soviet 
was a virtual rival to the official administration — its orders and 
instructions commanded universal obedience. The Soviet called 
on the country to stop paying taxes to the Tsar. Its members, 
together with their young chairman Leon Trotsky, were arrested. 
New strikes broke out, which culminated in the December 
rising in Moscow, the real climax of the First Revolution. The 
rising was defeated, and, thereafter, the revolution began to 
subside. Although it was still capable of rallying, after each 
rally it grew weaker, until, finally, its impetus was spent. 
Throughout 1906 and even part of 1907 the ferment was still 
so strong that few political leaders noticed the actual ebbing 
of the movement. Nearly all Socialists looked forward to a new 
climax of the revolution. But the Tsar, gradually regaining his 
confidence, withdrew the semi-Liberal concessions he had made 
in his first panic. The coup Petal of 3 June 1907 marked the end 
of the revolution. On that day, the new Prime Minister Stolypin 
dispersed the ‘second Duma’, and arrested fifty-five of its 
deputies, all Social Democrats. 
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In later years Lenin described the revolution of 1905 as ‘the 
general rehearsal’ for the upheaval of 1917. How, it may be 
asked, did the chief actors of 1917 behave in the course of that 
general rehearsal? How and with what effect did they perform 
their roles? The answer is surprising: most of the chief actors 
did not appear on the stage at all. The future performer in the 
chief role, Lenin himself, was satisfied with the part of a prompter 
so distant from the scene that the real performers could hardly 
hear his voice. While the tide of revolution was rising, he 
remained in his exile in Geneva. Only towards the end of 
October 1905, nearly ten long months after the Petersburg pro- 
cession, did he leave Switzerland. When at last he arrived in 
Petersburg, the great general strike was over, the course of 
events was set — tlie revolution was climbing to its next and last 
and h()])elcss climax, the rising in Moscow. There was little that 
the great architect of the revolution could do. 

What kept Lenin away from Russia during the crucial months 
of the year? He had e\ery reason to expect that the Tsarist 
police would be after him when he returned, as indeed they 
were in No\’f‘inber when he made his appearance in Petersburg. 
Put this could not have been why he delayed leaving Switzer- 
land. He knew his \alue to the revolution, and he could have 
had no doubt as to the importance for him of being near the 
scene of action, \Vhcn he did finally come back, he directed 
his follow^ers from a clandesdne hiding-place; he could have 
done the same much earlier. Did he then not grasp the full 
significance of the ev ents he himself had so long expected and 
forecast? What he apparently did not yet realize clearly was 
the importance of time in a revolution. He must have thought 
that the process would be more protracted than it was ; that the 
climax was not very near; and that the change from flood to ebb 
would not be as abrupt as it eventually proved to be. In this 
error he persisted ev^en after the tide had definitely turned. 

Meanwhile, he was anxious to use his time so as to work out 
his revolutionary tactics, to impress them on his followers, to 
teach them the art of insurrection, and so on. He was still 
experimenting in the laboratory of revolutionary politics when 
the revolution, not waiting for the results of his work, knocked 
at his door. WTat a dilemma for the scientist and practitioner of 
revolution ! On the one hand he saw that the whole movement 
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in Russia ^as spontaneous, driven forward by all sorts of 
accidental impulses, uncoordinated, shapeless, and lacking in 
leadership. He distrusted spontaneity. He wanted to prepare 
the party to assume leadership ; and this, in his view, he would 
achieve only if he induced it to discard Menshevik conceptions. 
Even so, he might have had a better chance to influence events 
if he had emerged from his Swiss seclusion earlier in the year. 
The young Trotsky, the only man among the emigre leaders 
who did rush to the battlefield as soon as he could, became the 
chief leader of the First Revolution. By the time Lenin set his 
foot on Russian soil, Trotsky was about to become the Presi- 
dent of the Petersburg Soviet. After 1905, Lenin must have 
reflected more than once on his missed opportunities. When 
the next opportunity came he was resolved not to waste it; and 
in 1917 not hesitate to undertake the journey across 

Imperial Germany, then at war with Russia, in order to appear 
in the Russian capital at an early stage of the Second Revolution. 

Lenin’s relative failure at the ‘general rehearsal’ was not an 
exception. There was not one of the great leaders of Men- 
shevism and the lesser lights of Bolshevism who gave a better 
account of himself. The powerful tide of 1 905 roared on, leaving 
Plekhanov, Martov, Axelrod, and others stranded on the shoals. 
Apart from Trotsky, the leaders of 1905 were nameless rankers 
swept forward by popular enthusiasm or indignation but possess- 
ing little revolutionary training and technique. Trotsky’s per- 
formance came nearest to the role he was to play in 1917, again 
as President of the Petersburg Soviet. But nothing throws a 
sharper light on the ‘immaturity’ of the First Revolution than 
the contrast between his roles in 1905 and 1917. In the First 
Revolution he put his imprint upon events as an individual 
standing almost alone. In 1917 his immense personal gifts were 
backed up by the solid power of the Bolshevik party which he 
had joined in the meantime. In 1905 he spent himself in 
brilliant fireworks of oratory and somewhat theatrical gestures 
of revolutionary defiance, which had no immediate practical 
effect, although they appealed to the imagination of the masses 
and thereby furthered the cause. When Cossacks and gendarmes 
surrounded the Petersburg Soviet in session, it was Trotsky who 
ordered its armed members to break the locks of their revolvers 
and surrender, since armed resistance was hopeless. His 
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inspired speech before the Tsarist court, glorifying^ the revolu- 
tion and proclaiming its right to armed insurrection, sank 
into the minds of many workers and was one of the seeds for 
the next revolution. But in all this there was still a lot of 
inspired amateurishness, an amateurishness that was not to be 
found in the Trotsky of 1917, when, under his chairmanship, 
the Petersburg Soviet, far from symbolically breaking the locks 
of their revolvers, headed the successful October insurrection. 

What was Koba-Djugashvili’s performance in that ‘year of 
revolutionary folly’? Throughout this whole period he played 
no national role. He remained one of the provincial, Caucasian 
leaders. The Caucasus, however, was a very important centre 
for this revolution. There were times when, though a province, 
it gave an example to the rest of the Empire; and it was the 
last to acknowledge defeat when the counter-revolution set in 
and the rest of Russia was succumbing to apathy. In December 
1904, a few weeks before the procession to the Winter Palace 
in Petersburg, a stubborn and protracted strike of the oil 
workers of Baku had ended in the conclusion of a collective 
agreement between workers and employers. This was the first 
collective agreement to be signed in Russia. The industrialists 
were compelled to bargain with a committee of virtual outlaws, 
the clandestine leaders of the strike. In a sense these events in 
Baku were the real prelude to the revolution. Koba was just 
touring the province with lectures against Mensheviks, Anar- 
chists, Federalists, Armenian Dashnaks (semi-nationalists and 
semi-Socialists), and others when the strike broke out. He 
interrupted his tour and hurried to Baku. He could not have 
led the strike himself, for he stayed in the city only a few days. 
But his counsel must certainly have carried weight with its 
leaders. From Baku and from his journeys in the province, 
where conscripts drafted into the army were protesting against 
their enrolment, he got a strong presentiment of the tlhngs that 
were to come. 

With his ear so close to his native ground he did not miss the 
first rumblings of the revolution. As^early as 8 January 1905, 
on the eve of the ‘bloody Sunday’ in the capital, the Caucasian 
Union of Social Democrats issued a proclamation under the 
title ‘Workers of the Caucasus, the hour of revenge has struck’.* 

* J. Stalin, SochinenyCf vol. i, pp. 74-80, 
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Its author ^:^as Koba. He affirmed that ‘the Tsarist autocracy 
is losing its main prop — its reliable warriors’, i.e. the army, 
which he considered to be turning against the Government. 
He overrated the strength of the movement. One of the reasons 
that enabled Tsardom to withstand and survive the shock of the 
First Revolution was precisely the reliability of its ‘warriors’. 
On the whole, the army still allowed itself to be used against 
the revolutionary people. Eight or nine soldiers out of ten were 
mouzhiks, and the attitude of the army reflected this fact: for 
the peasantry was not whole-heartedly behind the revolution. 
Koba’s error can easily be explained by the peculiar circum- 
stances that prevailed in the Caucasus. In his native land, 
Georgia, the peasants were far worse off than in the rest of 
Russia. The hunger for land was much more acute there; and 
peasant revolts and soldiers’ riots were more widespread there 
than elsewhere.* 

In other respects, too, Koba tended to overrate the adversities 
with which Tsardom had to contend. He forecast that the 
Government would soon go bankrupt because it was losing 
credit in western Europe. In actual fact, the Bourse of repub- 
lican France was generous witli loans that helped the Tsar to 
put his finances into some order. Koba warned his readers that 
Tsardom was ‘changing its skin snake-like’, that in panic it was 
going to lay aside the knout for a change and to offer some sops 
to the people; but ‘the time has come to destroy the Tsarist 
Government, and destroy it we shall. . . . Russia is like a loaded 
gun, at full cock, ready to go off at the slightest concussion.’ 
‘Let us therefore join hands and rally around the party Committees ! 
We should not forget for even a single moment that only the 
party Committees can lead us in a worthy manner, that they alone can 
light for us the road to the “Promised Land” that is called a 
Socialist world. The party that has opened our eyes and shown 
to us our enemies, organized us into an awe-inspiring army 
and led us into battle, the party that has never deserted us, 
whether in joy or in sorrow and has always marched ahead of 
us — is the Russian Social Democratic Workers’ Party.’ How 
strongly the ex-cleric lived on in the tough Committee-man! 

* An ofTicial report claimed that the partisan groups in the Georgian country- 
side consisted mainly of ‘temporary serfs’. Soe htorya Klasovoi Borby v ^akavkazi, 
vol. i, p. 23. 
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In his vision of things, the people wandered through the desert 
to the Promised Land of socialism, the party, like the biblical 
pillar of fire, illumined the road ahead. Who else then should 
lead the people, ‘whether in joy or in sorrow’, if not the priests and 
the Levites of the party Committees? The proclamation ended 
with the slogan: ‘Down with Tsarist autocracy! Long live a 
Popular Constituent Assembly! Long live the Democratic Re- 
public ! Long live the Russian Social Democratic Workers’ Party ! ’ 

To counter the menace of revolution the Tsarist Ministry of 
Home Affairs let loose the Black Hundred gangs upon Socialists 
of all shades. Liberals, and Jews. At Baku the Black Hundreds 
began to operate soon after the oil-strike. What the Jews were 
in other parts of the Emjiire, the scapegoats on whom Tsardom 
tried to divert popular discontent, the Armenians were in the 
Caucasus. For in the C’aucasus the racial and religious feud 
between Turks and Armenians was always simmering, and kept 
going by the passions which the slaughter of Armenians over 
the Turkish border aroused as well as by the hatred felt for the 
Armenian middle class on the spot. Nothing was easier for the 
Black Hundreds than to incite a Moslem mob to slaughter 
Armenians, and so to swamp the Caucasus in bloody tribal 
feuds. The ugly troubles of those days were vividly described 
in his memoirs by Sergo Alliluyev, Stalin’s father-in-law:^ 

TIic authorities, .ictively supported by officials from all depart- 
ments and of all grades, who were members of the Black Hundreds of 
Baku, and by tov n and county police, armed the thugs of the ‘Rus- 
sian People’s Union’. First the gangs incited Armenian and Turkish 
children against one another. Then over the injured children there 
arose riotous quarrels among adults. The Black Hundreds killed 
Armenians and 1 urks from ambush and set fire to houses. Stirring 
the feuds by all sorts of tricks, the authorities achieved their desired 
objective; in August Armenians and Turks began a savage slaughter 
of one another. The town resounded with shots. Armenian shops 
were loot(‘d and dwellings ransacked. Corpses lay about on roads 
and pavements; and the groans of the bleeding wounded could be 
heard everywhere. Here and there soldiers and policemen stood by 
quietly and watched the .slaughter. The Black Hundreds then set 
fire to factories and oil-wells and spread wild rumours that this had 
been done by the strikers. On the pretext of a ‘fight against arson’, 
bandits and assassins hunted our prominent party workers. . . . 

* S. Alliluyev, op. cit., p. 130. 

I 
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Life for all of us was a sort of inferno. The fires in the oil works 
became more and more threatening. Around us was the raging 
element, the awe-inspiring, savage and untameable flame; and there 
was death and destruction everywhere. 

For a good many months the revolution was almost defeated 
or at a standstill in the multi-tribal cities of the Caucasus. Koba 
wrote leaflet after leaflet warning the working class against 
fratricidal strife and calling for international solidarity. He ex- 
tolled the few instances in which crowds of Turks, Armenians, 
Persians, and Russians marched in fraternal processions from 
churches to mosques and cemeteries ‘to take an oath to love 
one another’.^ He urged the party to encourage such demon- 
strations and advocated agreements witli any other parties and 
factions prepared to take common action against the slaughters 
and pogroms. 

Concurrently with this, the Menshevik -Bolshevik controversy 
continued. In May Koba issued a pamphlet, A Brief Survey of 
Party Differences^'^ once again a repetition of Lenin’s arguments, 
studded with the invariable metaphors about the Promised 
Land of socialism. The pamphlet, as well as his other articles, 
left no doubt that Koba was an irreconcilable Leninist. The 
Bolsheviks carried with them only a small minority of the Cauca- 
sian underground. Koba’s native Georgia was the Menshevik 
stronghold par excellence. The point of view he took was that 
of a minority within the minority, since most of the Bolshevik 
leaders in the province were seeking a rapprochement with the 
Mensheviks. At this point Koba inevitably caught Lenin’s 
attention. For Lenin had been suspecting that his case was not 
put across with enough vigour and conviction in the Caucasus; 
and it was with pleasant surprise that he learned from Maxim 
Litvinov about Koba’s brochure, published in Russian, Geor- 
gian, and Armenian. Nadezhda Krupskaya, Lenin’s wife and 
assistant, asked for a copy of the brochure and of the Georgian 
sheet in which Koba expounded Lenin’s views. This was the 
first indubitable, though still indirect, contact between Lenin 
and his future successor. It is doubtful whether Koba would 
have caught Lenin’s eye at this stage if the more prominent 
Bolsheviks of the province had supported Lenin whole-heartedly. 
It was characteristic of Lenin that whenever he felt that he 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya^ vol. i, pp. 81-8. ^ Ibid., pp. 89-130. 
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could not rely on the other BolsJicvik leaders he soiJght to estab- 
lish direct contact with those of secondary status and the rank 
and file, who were more determined to back him and whom he 
then encouraged, took into his confidence, and promoted to 
higher standing in his faction. The first signs of friendly atten- 
tion from Lenin gave Koba a gratifying compensation for lack 
of success on the spot. The style of his polemics against the 
local bigwigs of Alcnshcvism became more and more fanatical 
and bitter, reflecting botli his sense of isolation among his com- 
rades on the spot and the self-coiificleiicc imparted to him by 
the knowledge that he was man hing in step with Lenin himself. 
His sense of isolation must have been the greater because of the 
passing of his two friends and mentors — Tsulukidze and 
Ketskhovcli. Both tJiose leaders of the minority of Messame 
Dassy migiit well have been firm Bolsheviks like himself if they 
lived. But Ketskhovcli was shot by his jailers at the Metckhy 
Castle, the dreaded fortress prison of Tiflis; and I’sulukidzc 
died of consumption. 


Meanwhile, Koba watched his master developing new 
variants of revolutionary technic|ue. Already at the April 
conference in London, Lenin had i)iit before his followers the 
question of armed insurrection.* Back in Geneva he went on 
to probe this question. Tsardom, he argued, would not willingly 
abdicate; it would have to be overthrown by an armed in- 
surrection. This was a truism accepted by all Socialists. But 
many of them envisaged the insurrection as n spontaneous 
revolt of the people, as one of those elemental phenomena of 
revolution that were as inevitable and could just as little be 
prepared and planned as the risings and settings of the sun. 
Lenin treated such Socialists contemptuously as the romantic 
Micaw'bers of revolution. Insurrection, he argued, was an art 
to be learned and practised. He reminded the party of such 
elementary maxims as that insurrection could succeed only if 
it was constantly on the ofiensive and that defence was its 
death. He urged his followers to set up specialized military 
branches of the party. 

Koba restated the argument in Proletariatis Brdzola: 

* Lenin, Sochinenya, vol. viii, p. 336. 
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Many of li^ur organizations have already practically solved the 
problem and directed part of their strength and resources towards 
arming the proletariat. Our struggle against autocracy has now 
reached the stage at which everybody admits the need to arm our- 
selves. But it is not enough to acknowledge that need — the practical 
task ought to be put squarely before the party. Our Committees 
ought at once to set out to arm the people on the spot, to form 
special groups entrusted with the job, to set up regional centres for 
the collection of arms, to organize workshops for the preparation of 
all sorts of explosives and to w'ork out plans for the seizure of govern- 
mental and private stores of arms and arsenals . . . quarrels between 
the various factions ought least of all to interfere with the unification 
of all Social Democratic forces for this purpose.* 

Koba translated Lenin’s instructions not merely into Georgian, 
but into action as well. He took part in building and guiding 
the provincial military organization, which had at its disposal 
a very efficient secret laboratory of explosives, set up by Krasin. 
True, Lenin’s idea of a centrally planned and directed rising 
was not to materialize in the First Revolution. Even so, the 
fighting squads came to the fore in the many uncoordinated 
revolts of that year. In the Caucasus they resisted the Black 
Hundreds, protected working-class quarters against tribal feuds, 
and kept in touch with peasant guerrillas. Koba’s role in the 
new branch of the party was not that of a combatant officer but 
of an organizer, administrator, and inspirer. 

The new branch of the party had to be organized on a basis 
of exceptionally strict secrecy. Its hierarchy and its members 
were wrapped in even thicker layers of clandestinity than the 
rest of the party. Indeed, the contacts between the technical 
branch and the other branches were kept to a minimum. 

In the hey-day of the revolution the ranks of the party were 
swollen with new and untried members. As the Tsarist terror 
diminished the party relaxed its rules and habits of secrecy. 
Before 1905 committees, executives, and party officers were, 
as a rule, appointed by higher committees at their own dis- 
cretion — the organization was built from above; and the rank 
and file did not know who were the members of the various 
leading bodies. In the course of the First Revolution the 
method of organization was changed; the committees were 


‘ J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. i, p. 134. 
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subjected to democratic control by the rank and fife. Appoint- 
ment of committees from above was replaced by elections from 
below. * The elective principle, however, could not be introduced 
into the technical branch. An important part of Koba’s activities 
throughout the First Revolution, especially during its ebb, 
developed inside that most secret redoubt of the party, out of 
sight and beyond tlie control of ordinary members. 

The armed insurrection, if successful, would result in the set- 
ting up of a Provisional Revolutionary Government. The outlook 
and functions of that government were Koba’s next theme. 
Here, too, he followed Lenin closely: Russia was not ripe for 
socialism; and, therefore, the Provisional Revolutionary 
Government would not be a ‘proletarian dictatorship’. Nor 
would it be a parliamentary government, since this was not 
possible in the middle of a revolution. Lenin’s label for the 
Provisional Government was ‘a democratic dictatorship of the 
proletariat and the peasantry’. That cumbrous and self- 
contradictory formula was never clearly explained cither by its 
author or his disciples although it was the basis of all Bolshevik 
propaganda from 1905 till 1917; and in 1917 the lack of clarity 
on this point led to one of the most severe crises in the history 
of Bolshevism, so rich in internal controversies and crises. 

These were the tasks of the Provisional Revolutionary 
Government as Koba saw them: it would disarm the ‘dark 
forces’ of the counter-revolution; it would lead in the civil war; 
it would then convene a Constituent Assembly, issuing from 
a general election. Between the emergence of the Revolutionary 
Government, deriving its power from no constitutional source, 
and the convocation of the Constituent Assembly, the Govern- 
ment would decree a series of radical reforms, none of which 
would go beyond the limits of bourgeois democracy. The 
reforms would include: the proclamation of the freedom of the 
Press and of assembly, the abolition of indirect taxes, the im- 
position of a progressive tax on profit and of progressive death 
duties, the setting up of revolutionary peasant committees to 
take charge of land reform, the separation of Church and 
State, the eight hours’ working day, the introduction of social 
services and labour exchanges, and so on. Altogether the 

* V.K.P. {h) V Rezolutsyakhj vol. i, p. 59; N. Popov, Outline History of the Communist 
Party f vol. i, p. 1 74. 
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programme 'Vas much more moderate than that that was to 
be adopted exactly forty years later by the moderate Labour 
Government in Britain. For Russia, however, in the beginning 
of the century, barely forty years after the abolition of serfdom, 
it spelt a thorough-going upheaval.* 

Koba, like all Bolsheviks, argued that the programme just 
outlined could be put into operation only by an alliance of the 
Socialist working class with the individualistic peasantry, 
because the urban, Liberal middle class would not support the 
revolution. He realized that in the long run the working class 
and the peasantry were pursuing different aims, and that even- 
tually their interests and policies were likely to clash. But the 
clash would arise only if and when the Socialists attempted to 
overthrow capitalism, and this was not the task of the revolu- 
tion in Russia. Thus, the ‘democratic dictatorship of the prole- 
tariat and the peasantry’ was to be purely democratic because 
in its programme there was ‘not an ounce’ of socialism proper; 
it was to be a dictatorship because even so limited an objective 
as the establishment of a non-Socialist parliamentary' republic 
would call for the suppression of the ancien regime by violent 
dictatorial means; it would be based on a coalition of two classes 
and this meant that representatives of different parties would 
sit in the Government. It followed from this that the Social 
Democratic party was bound in duty to enter the Government, 
to represent in it the interests of the working class and so to 
‘secure the hegemony of the proletariat’. In other words, the 
Socialists would give a lead to the party or the parties of the 
peasantry, which by definition were less advanced, less clear- 
sighted and determined than was the party of the proletariat. 

The Mensheviks stuck to their view that the Liberal middle 
class would lead in the revolution. From this they drew the 
conclusion that the Social Democratic party ought not to par- 
ticipate in the Provisional Revolutionary Government, because 
it was not the task of Social Democrats to manage the business 
of a non-Socialist administration. In those years an over- 
whelming majority of Socialists all over the world, and even the 
moderate ones, still regarded the participation of Socialists in 
any coalition government as an act of impermissible oppor- 
tunism, if not a direct betrayal of socialism. When the French 
* J. Staiin, Sockinenya, vol. i, pp. 138-59. 
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Socialist Millerand accepted the portfolio of a bourgeois minis- 
ter he automatically put himself outside the Socialist pale. 
The Mensheviks were now charging Lenin with Millerandism. 
In their view his advocacy of Social-Democratic participation 
in a non-Socialist Government came very close to mere oppor- 
tunism. Koba counter-argued that the Mensheviks were con- 
fusing different types of government. A provisional government, 
issuing from a revolution and committed to radical reforms, 
was quite different from an ordinary administration whose task 
it was merely to conserve the existing order. ‘What is a cabinet 
of ministers?’, lie asked. ‘The result of the existence of a regular 
administration. And what is a Provisional Revolutionary 
Government? The result of the destruction of the regular 
administration. The former puts into effect the existing laws 
with the help of a regular army. The latter scraps the existing 
laws and promulgates the will of the revolution with the help 
of a people in insurrection. It is strange that the Mensheviks 
should have forgotten the ABC of revolution.’ Lenin, as he 
interpreted him, was definitely not a smug ministerialist, a 
contemptible Millerand. 

Another Menshevik criticism — and one that reflected more 
truly the critics’ real apprehensions — was that Lenin’s pro- 
gramme was a mockery of constitutional rule. For the Pro- 
visional Government, as he saw it, was to decree a series of 
root-and-branch reforms even before the convocation of a Con- 
stituent Assembly. The Assembly, so the critics forecast — and 
their forecast came true in 1918 — would either have to put up 
with the accomplished facts of those reforms or be dispersed 
by the dictatorial Government. To Koba’s mind such consti- 
tutional scruples were ludicrous.' He saw no reason why the 
Assembly should oppose the reforms decreed by the Provisional 
Revolutionary Government during a constitutional inter- 
regnum: the reforms, radically democratic but not Socialist, 
were bound to command the support of an immense majority 
of the people. Why argue whether or not the Provisional 
Revolutionary Government should defer the reforms until 
the Constituent Assembly met, when it should be clear as day- 
light that unavoidable civil war would delay elections to the 
Assembly and that in the meantime the Provisional Government 

* J. Stalin, SochirunyOf vol. i, p. 156. 
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would be dwvcn by the mood in the country to give land 
to the peasants, to decree an eight-hour day, and so on? The 
self-preservation of the revolution would dictate that course of 
action. ‘Does not that [Menshevik] reasoning’, asked Koba, 
‘flavour of rotten liberalism? Is it not strange to hear it from 
the mouth of a revolutionary? Do not the Mensheviks remind 
one of the convict who, when he was about to put his head 
into the hangman’s noose, implored the hangman not to scratch 
the pimple on his neck?’ 

Both Bolsheviks and Mensheviks still held the same idea 
about the general objective of the revolution — it was to be 
‘bourgeois democratic’ and no more. 11 le difl'erence was in 
tactics. The Mensheviks made their tactics suit the limited 
strategic objective, while Lenin’s uninhibited revolutionary 
tactics were at cross-purposes with it. It was easy for the 
Bolsheviks to prove that the ‘bourgeois-democratic’ orthodoxy 
to which their adversaries stuck implied resignation from 
revolution. It was even easier for the Mensheviks to prove 
that the Bolshevik conception was a contradiction in terms. 
The criticisms made by each side were equally effective and 
flawless in their logic. The Menshevik case was undoubtedly 
more consistent; but in that consistency there was a disturbing 
undertone of quietist resignation that boded ill for the party if 
it were caught in the rapids of revolution. Lenin’s argument 
was confused ; in Koba’s crude summaries it was at times even 
incoherent; but its tone reverberated with revolutionary will 
to power. Eventually — so some of Lenin’s critics forecast — 
Lenin would have to bring his strategy and tactics into line 
with each other. He would either have to give up his extreme 
tactics or break out of the framework of a purely democratic, 
non-Socialist revolution and try an experiment in socialism. 
Lenin repeated that such an experiment in Russia would be 
a quixotic venture. The Socialist who in 1905 believed that the 
revolution, if victorious, could not help embarking upon the 
road of proletarian dictatorship and socialism, was Trotsky, 
whose prognostications were treated like the ravings of a lunatic 
by both Mensheviks and Bolsheviks.' At the ‘general rehearsal’ 
the chief actors, apart from Trotsky, not only failed to appear 

* Trotsky’s view was shared by Helphand-Parvus, whose role in the Russian 
revolution was only episodical. 
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during the most important acts — even their parts were different 
from those they were to play at the actual performance. This 
was, of course, true of Koba as well. 

In October the Tsar issued his manifesto with a promise of 
constitutional freedom. The Liberals triumphed. They hoped 
to be able to transform Tsardom into a constitutional monarchy 
and they saw in the Duma, the newly convoked Parliament, 
the instrument for that transformation. Most Mensheviks and 
some Bolsheviks, too, thought that they should take part in the 
election. True, the franchise was to be limited, the working 
class was to he very poorly represented and the Duma was, 
therefore, certain to be dominated by the moderate Liberals. 
This, the Mensheviks argued, did not really matter. In the 
French Revolution the moderate Assembly had been forced by 
the popular movement to give place to the more radical Con- 
vention. Similar shifts in Russia would svv^eep away tlie Duma 
and replace it by a Convention. Koba did not share that view. 
He advocated a boycott of the election, because any election 
now ‘on the eve of an all-Russian rising of the people’ would 
merely divert the jx'ople’s attention from direct revolutionary 
action. In an a})peal which he wrote on behalf of the Tiflis 
Committee he stated: ‘The proletariat does not ask the govern- 
ment for petty concessions such as the abolition of martial law 
and a stop to executions in some towns and villages. . . . He 
who now asks the government for such concessions does not 
believe in its death, while the proletariat breathes that belief.’ 
Only on the bones of the oppressors can the people’s freedom 
be founded — only the blood of the oppressors can fertilize the 
soil for the people’s self-rule.’* Lenin, who sometimes approved 
such expressions of plebeian anger, the Russian versions of les 
aristas aux poieaux^ himself never indulged in them. For this his 
taste was too refined. In the mouth of Koba, the son of ex-serfs, 
such words had a natural ring. In another of his proclamations 
he called for ‘a fight without quarter against the Liberal enemies 
of the people , because the Liberals were making their deal 
with Tsardom. It was no far cry from this to decrying the 
Mensheviks, too, even though Bolsheviks and Mensheviks were 
still members of the same party. ‘Either the bourgeois 
Liberals have become Mensheviks’, Koba remarked, ‘or else 

* J. Stalin, SochinenyOy vol. i, pp. 189-90. 
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the Caucasian Mensheviks have changed into bourgeois 
» Liberals.’ 

The Tsar’s manifesto provoked a storm of protests. It was 
too half-hearted to satisfy the opposition; and it was so obvious 
a sign of weakness that it was bound to encourage fresh de- 
mands. The protests were followed by the general strikes and 
local risings. Two months after the Tsar had made his semi- 
Liberal gesture the superintendent of the police in the Cau- 
casus reported to his chief in Petersburg as follows : ‘TJie Kutais 
province is in a critical condition. . . . The insurgents have 
disarmed the gendarmes, made themselves masters of the west- 
ern line of the railway and are themselves selling tickets and 
keeping order. ... I am receiving no reports from Kutais; the 
gendarmes have been taken off the line and concentrated in 
Tiflis. The couriers sent out with reports are searched by 
revolutionaries and the documents are seized; the situation 
there is impossible. . . . The Vice-Regent has had a nervous 
breakdown; the situation is not yet hopeless. The Count is 
attending to reports of major importance but is very weak. If 
possible I shall send details by post; if not, by messenger.’^ 

The parties had emerged from the underground. Socialist 
dailies were published and sold openly. In Petersburg Lit- 
vinov and Krasin edited Novaya ^hiui (Tlie New Life). 
Trotsky edited Nachalo (The Start), the most brilliant journal- 
istic venture of the First Revolution, with a circulation of about 
half a million. In Tiflis Koba-Djugashvili and S. Shaumian^ 
jointly edited a Bolshevik daily with a less symbolical name, 
Kavkasky Rabochy Listok (The Caucasian Workers’ News-sheet). 
The newspapers were short-lived— they were suppressed by the 
police as sc^on as the risings fizzled out. Meanwhile, Koba was 
dividing his time between the editorial offices of the legally 
published daily, the half-clandestine 'Fiflis and Caucasian Social 
Democratic Committees, and the altogether clandestine tech- 
nical branch of the party. Amid such varied activities he was 
also preparing the fourth conference of the Caucasian Bol- 
sheviks, at which he himself was elected delegate to the party’s 

‘ L. Berya, op. cit., p. 8o. 

^ Shaumian was the future Bolshevik commissar of Baku, one of the twenty-six 
commissars shot by Russian counter-revolutionaries during the British interv'cntion 
in the Caucasus. 
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national conference, convened by Lenin for the fii^ time inside 
Russia. In actual fact, the conference took place in the Finnish 
town of Tammerfors, because Finland enjoyed autonomy and 
greater freedom than the rest of the Tsarist Empire and the 
delegates felt safer there. 


This was the first time that Koba emerged from the half- 
Asiatic Caucasus into European Russia, from the backwater of 
Tiflis into a truly national gathering. At Tammerfors, too, he 
first met Lenin. Years later he described with characteristi- 
cally vivid crudeness tlie impression his master made on him:* 

I had hoped to see the mountain eagle of our party, the great 
man, great ])h\sically as well as politically. I had fancied Lenin as 
a gi«int, stately and imposing. How great was my disappointment 
to s(‘e a most ordinary-looking man, below average height, in no 
way, literally in no way, distinguishable from ordinary mortals. . . . 
Usually, a great man comes late to a meeting so that his appearance 
may lx* aw'aited with l)ated breath. I'hen, just before the great man 
enters, the warning goes round: ‘Hush . . . silence ... he is coming.’ 
The rite did not seem to nn* superfluous, because it created an im- 
pression and inspired respect How^ great was my disappointment to 
see that Lenin had arrived at the conference before the other dele- 
gates were there and had settled himself somewdiere in a corner 
and w'as unassumingly carrying on a conversation, a most ordinary 
conversation, with the most ordinary delegates. I wall not conceal 
from you that at that time this seemed to me to be rather a violation 
of certain essential rules. 

Nothing could sum up Koba’s parochial outlook at the time 
better than his own words. The descendant of serfs may have 
learned to use an elementary Marxist idiom and argue about 
the mechanics of the revolution. But he was still surprised 
to sec that the leader of that revolution lacked all seigniorial 
manner. The cx-seminarist who had turned his back on the 
Church still fancied Lenin as the high priest or mandarin of 
socialism. 

He gazed at Lenin, listened avidly to his speech, and watched 
every move and gesture. There were enough qualities in the 
man to impress the Tiflis delegate deeply: the overwhelming 

‘ J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. vi, p. 54, 
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logic of his sjifeech, his political fearlessness, the broad historical 
sweep of his views, the subtlety and simplicity of his conclusions, 
and — last but not least — his sober practical sense. The dele- 
gates had arrived at Tammerfors in a mood of exhilaration, 
dizzy with the hope of a quick overthrow of Tsardom, a hope 
that was stimulated by the first tidings of the Moscow rising.* 
Even Lenin was affected by the general optimism ; and there were 
such comic-opera touches about the conference as, for instance, 
the intervals between its sessions when the delegates headed by 
Lenin went out to practise revolver-shooting in the woods. 
Nevertheless, Lenin’s sobriety and circumspection were not 
swept away. At the opening session he proposed that, in spite 
of all that was happening in those ‘days of liberty’, the delegates 
should use pseudonyms instead of their real names. The 
Okhrana had not yet been defeated, he said, and it was too early 
to dispense altogether with clandestinity. Koba assumed the 
nickname of Ivanovich. His own role at the conference was as 
modest and unassuming as his nickname. No ties of close 
acquaintance, let alone friendship, arose between him and 
Lenin as yet. But he met a number of people who were to 
become important later on: Lozovsky, the future head of the 
Red Professional International (Profintcrn) and chief official 
spokesman during the Russo-German war of 194 1-5; Yaro- 
slavsky, future leader of the Society of the Godless; Borodin, 
who was to become Stalin’s envoy and military adviser to 
General Chiang Kai-shek exactly twenty years later; Nadezhda 
Krupskaya, Lenin’s wife; and several others. 

It must have been with some surprise that Koba learned that 
a merger between Mensheviks and Bolsheviks was the main 
item on the agenda of the conference. Events had brought the 
two factions nearer to each other. The trend towards unifica- 
tion was stronger in central Russia than in the Caucasus, where 
the split was of no great practical importance because the Bol- 
sheviks wielded little influence. Both factions felt that the split 
was weakening them and were anxious to put an end to it. 
At Tammerfors Lozovsky proposed that the local organiza- 
tions should merge straight away, without waiting for formal 
agreement between the leaders. His motion was accepted. 

* See the account of G. Kramolnikov in Trudy Pervoi Vsesqyuznoi Konferentsii 
Istorikov-Marksistov, vol. i, pp. 21 0-47. 
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Simultaneously with the Bolsheviks, the Menshe\^ks, too, were 
in conference and adopted a parallel decision in favour of 
union. The two conferences were to be followed by negotiations 
between the leaders in Petersburg. 

The next issue discussed at Tammerfors was elections to the 
Duma. Ought the Social Democrats to take part in them or 
not? At the conference of the Caucasian Bolsheviks Koba had 
argued in favour of boycott. The place of the working class was 
on the barricades and not at polling-booths. Much to his sur- 
prise, however, at Tammerfors Lenin came out in favour of 
participation in the election, or at least in some of its phases, 
since the election was to be indirect. The tactics of boycott 
seemed to Lenin negative and barren; and the antithesis of 
barricades and polling-booths too crude to make good policy. 
Something could be said for the Menshevik view that a 
moderate Duma might under popular pressure be replaced by 
a radical Convention ; and he believed in the maxim les absents 
out toujour s tort. Ordinary parliamentarism, with its oratory and 
habits of conciliation and bargaining, had no attraction for 
him; but he saw no reason why the cause of revolution should 
not be furthered from the parliamentary platform. In later 
years, he was to say that revolution could be preached even 
from a dungheap or in a pigsty — why not preach it in the ‘pig- 
sty’ of the Tsarist Duma? To most delegates at Tammerfors, 
to the practical workers of the underground who came to the 
conference full of the sound and fury of the strikes and the 
risings, Lenin’s reasonings sounded like pure Menshevik oppor- 
tunism. Together with other provincial delegates, Koba 
strongly objected to his master’s proposals. Together with 
others, he must have thought that the great leader, like many 
emigres, had lost touch with life in Russia and underrated the 
impact of recent events. They, the practical workers, who 
studied the course of revolution not in the libraries of Geneva, 
London, or Paris but in the slums of Moscow, Kazan, or Baku, 
knew better. Lenin was shaken by the unexpected strength 
of the opposition. Perhaps, he said, the practical workers 
were right after all ; and he jovially announced that he was 
‘withdrawing from his position in good order’. Koba-Ivanovich 
was elected to the commission that was to draft a resolution on 
the subject. This was his first success at a national party 



THE GENERAL REHEARSAL 8l 

gathering. ITiat he obtained it against Lenin could not but 
enhance his self-confidence.* 

The conference ended on the last day of the eventful yean 
According to a report of the secret police, who had an agent 
among the delegates, on the morrow of the conference ‘the 
Social Democratic Central Committee and a number of dele- 
gates, Menshevik and Bolshevik, met at No. 9 Zagorodny 
Prospect in Petersburg in order to discuss unity’. The report 
mentioned Ivanovich, the delegate of Tiflis, as one of those 
present. Koba witnessed a curious scene: Lenin and Martov 
spoke about current affairs in a most conciliatory vein. Martov 
even went so far as to accept Lenin’s famous Paragraph i of 
the Party Statutes, the paragraph that had caused the split. 
Lenin might well have triumphed. Social Democracy seemed 
at last to reunite and to do so on his, Lenin’s, terms. 

In the first days of January 1906, while Koba was on his way 
back to Tiflis, the tide of revolution had already turned. The 
Moscow rising had been defeated. The risings in Georgia were 
only smouldering under the ashes. The Vice-Regent, by now 
recovered from his nervous breakdown, gave orders to suppress 
the Caucasian Workers' News-sheet. But the change in the situa- 
tion made itself felt only gradually. I'he revolution’s reverses 
were seen by the leaders as a mere zigzag in a complicated 
graph. In a pamphlet Two Skirmishes^ Koba analysed the 
events of the year, from the Petersburg procession to the defeat 
of the Moscow rising:^ the rising failed because it was on the 
defensive, when it should have been constantly on the attack. 
It lacked leadership; and this was due to the split inside Social 
Democracy. The events showed the need for unity, which 
would soon be happily achieved. 

* ‘The Komitetchik [Committee-man]’, writes Krupskaya, ‘was usually a fairly 
self-assured person, who realized what great influence the work of the Committees 
had over the masses ; he generally did not recognize any inner-Party democracy whatever, 
“This democratism [which required that the Committees should be elected by the 
rank and file] only leads to us falling into the hands of the authorities . . . the 
Komitetchiks would say. And inwardly these Committee members always rather 
despised “the people abroad [i.e. the leaders in exile]. . . . They ought to be sent 
to work under Russian conditions’’ was their verdict. The Komitetchiks . . . did not 
like innovations. ... In 1904-5 [they] . . . bore tremendous responsibilities . . . 
but many of them experienced the utmost difficulty in adapting themselves to . . . 
increasing opportunities for legal work and to the methods of open struggle* 
{Memories of Lenin^ p. 93) . Krupskaya’s words undoubtedly reflected Lenin’s opinion 
about the Committee-men. * J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. i, pp. 196-205. 
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But unity, that healing medicine, was being ^administered 
rather late in the day; and it was doubtful how far its ingre- 
dients corresponded to the label. The Mensheviks, who had 
allowed themselves to be carried away by the radical mood of 
the last months of the year, were now relapsing into their pre- 
vious, more moderate or timid, attitude. The Bolsheviks were 
ensuring themselves against the risk of a merger and formed a 
secret Bolshevik Caucasian Bureau, a sort of party within the 
‘united party’. After these preliminary moves, the factions sent 
their delegates to attend the fourth Congress, which assembled 
in Stockholm in April 1906 in order to sanction the merger. 
Eleven delegates represented the Caucasus at the Congress — 
ten Mensheviks and one Bolshevik. The one Bolshevik was 
Koba-Ivanovich. 

Durijig this, his first, journey abroad, he had no time to 
observe life outside Russia. The Congress dragged on in a string 
of long sessions and interminable debates and squabbles. He 
spoke several times in defence of Lenin’s views. On the crucial 
issue of the debate, however — land reform — he took an inde- 
pendent view.^ 1 he Mensheviks advocated dispossession of the 
landlords and the transfer of their land to municipal ownership. 
Lenin advocated nationalization of the land. The Mensheviks, 
as usual, saw the future Russian Republic dominated by the 
Liberal middle class and were eager to strengthen the more 
popular local government against the central administration. 
Lenin, thinking in terms of ‘the democratic dictatorship of 
workers and peasants’, wanted the ownership of all land to be 
vested in the central government. Koba-Ivanovich was 
equally opposed to nationalization and municipalization. The 
land reform for which he stood was simply the sharing out of 
the great estates among the peasants. Even before the Congress, 
he gave his views on land reform in the Georgian periodical 
Elva (Storm). ^ Against Lenin’s policy of nationalization he set 
two arguments, one that sounded as if it had been borrowed 
from the Mensheviks, and the other characteristically his own. 
The future government, he slated, would be a bourgeois 
government; and it would be an error to strengthen it unduly 
by vesting it with the ownership of all the land. Koba did not 
even attempt to explain how this tallied with the ‘democratic 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. i, pp. 236-8. 2 Ibid., pp. 214-35. 
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dictatorship ‘bf workers and peasants’ that he himself was 
► propagating. But his main objection to both nationalization 
and municipalization was that neitlier would satisfy the pea- 
sants. He, the revolutionary of peasant stock, was more sensi- 
tive than others to the mouzhik’s werwolf hunger for land. 
‘Even in their dreams’, he wrote, ‘the peasants see the land- 
lords’ fields as their own property.’ ‘Distributism’, as this 
viewpoint came to be called, was branded by most Socialists 
as a reactionary concession to peasant individualism. Lenin 
thundered against ‘the practical party workers’, who were out 
to win favour with the backward mouzhik and, ignoring 
Socialist principle, played unscrupulously on his appetite for 
property. Ivanovich’s answer was that the land reform he 
wanted would, of course, foster capitalism in the country-side, 
but this was precisely what, by common agreement, the revolu- 
tion stood for. Small holdings and rural capitalism would 
certainly be an advance on feudalism. As the Mensheviks had 
a majority, Lenin in the end voted with the pro-mouzhik 
group in his own faction, hoping thus to defeat the Men- 
sheviks; but he went on to vent his irritation on the narrow- 
minded ‘realists’ of Koba’s sort. 

The incident was a significant, though remote, prelude to the 
agrarian revolution in Russia in 1917 and the land reforms that 
were to be carried out in eastern Europe and eastern Germany 
under the auspices of the Red Army in 1945. In 1917 the 
Bolsheviks actually divided the land among the peasants, 
though in theory it was nationalized. In 1945 the land of the 
Prussian Junkers and Polish and Hungarian landlords was 
shared out among the peasants, without even the theoretical 
pretence of nationalization. In Stockholm in 1906 the course 
such agrarian revolutions would take was mapped out in 
advance by Ivanovich more clearly than by Lenin, though this 
did not prevent Ivanovich-Stalin from crushing the ‘rural 
capitalism’ he had defended and replacing it by collective 
farming in 1930. Forty years later, in 1946, in the forew^ord to 
his Collected Works, ^ Ivanovich-Stalin tried to explain his Stock- 
holm controversy with Lenin and self-critically he attributed it 
to the narrow-mindedness and lack of theoretical insight on the 
part of the ‘practical workers’ of whom he was one. We, he 

* Ibid., pp. xi-xv. 
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confessed, the ^praktiki\ could not understand th'cit Lenin was 
already then looking ahead to the Russian revolution, as it 
would be when it passed from its ‘bourgeois democratic’ to its 
Socialist phase. He, Stalin, thought that the two phases would 
be separated from one another by a long period of capitalist 
development, because he could not conceive of a Socialist 
revolution taking place before the working class grew to be the 
majority of the nation. A curious confession : on the strength 
of this principle, Russia should have remained a capitalist 
country until to-day. The confession offers a glimpse of the 
complex evolution of Bolshevism itself as well as of the groping 
manner in which its leaders, driven by events, were changing 
the direction of their re\T)lutionary journey. 

Back from Stockholm Ivanovich reported on the ‘unity 
Congress’ in a special pamphlet signed by ‘Comrade K.’.* The 
Congress was in his eyes a failure. Its resolutions reflected the 
opportunistic spirit of the Menshevik majority. No wonder 
the middle-class Liberals were jubilant about its outcome. 


Among the many resolutions adopted by the Stockholm 
Congress there was one that had a close bearing upon Koba’s 
discreet doings in the Technical Branch. On the initiative of 
the Mensheviks, the Congress condemned the raids made by 
the fighting squads on banks, treasury transports, and govern- 
ment troops. Lenin, believing that the revolution was still on 
the upgrade and that partisan raids were a good way of training 
the fighting squads for the expected nation-wide insurrection, 
fierc ely opposed the resolution. The Mensheviks had not been 
in their element at all while the pandemonium of revolts and 
risings lasted. They were quicker than the Bolsheviks to realize 
that the revolution was now in retreat, though as yet nobody 
dared to say so in as many words. Plekhanov concluded his 
second thoughts on the December rising with the words : ‘\Ve 
should not have taken up arms.’ To‘ Lenin this was sheer 
blasphemy— he was in no mood to repent of the ‘follies’ of 1905. 
Many Mensheviks die! not yet dare to endorse Plekhanov’s 
second thoughts, but his saying aptly epitomized the mood that 
was taking hold of them. 

J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. i, pp. 250—76. 
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At first tke controversy over the fighting squads was sub- 
sidiary to the wider dispute. If the December rising had been 
a bad mistake, the raids of the fighting squads were even 
worse. If, however, the revolution was still to advance then the 
fighting squads had an essential role to play. The Stockholm 
Congress outlawed ‘partisan warfare’ in principle, but it could 
not make up its mind to pass a categorical verdict.^ It pro- 
hibited all forms of raids, with the exception of the seizure of 
arms and arsenals. The technical branches soon made the 
utmost of that loophole and continued to stage attack after 
attack on high Tsarist officials, banks, treasury transports, as well 
as arsenals. This was the most obscure, and perhaps also the 
most romantic, chapter of the First Revolution. It abounded 
in dramatic incidents and unheard-of exploits. Its heroes were 
fearless idealists, saints, and colourful adventurers: but there 
were also agents provocateurs and gangsters plying their trade 
under the banner of revolution. It was not easy to tell one type 
from another and to disentangle individual motives. It was 
long customary in western Europe to speak and write about 
this episode of Russian history as something peculiarly Russian, 
reflecting the mysteries of the Slav soul. According to their 
taste, western Europeans would express either admiration or 
abhorrence of the terrorists’ deeds, though the sympathy of 
western European Liberals went out to the ‘indomitable 
fighters against Tsarist tyranny’. But both those who extolled 
and those who condemned these deeds thought of them as of 
things so remote and exotic that they could never happen in a 
civilized western European environment. Unfortunately, or 
perhaps fortunately, western Europe was not spared that 
‘exotic’ experience in the years when it was submerged by 
Nazi conquest. What the various movements of resistance, the 
Maquis and guerrillas did in France and Italy, Belgium and 
Norway, was exactly what the Russians had done nearly forty 
years before, only that the European Resistance was on a far 
larger scale, better financed, far more ‘terroristic’ and costly in 
human life. The Russian revolutionaries considered themselves 
at war with their own native autocracy; and in this they found 
moral justification for what they did. As in Nazi-occupied 
Europe, so in Tsarist Russia the heroic and idealistic core of the 

‘ Protokoly Obyedinitelmvo Syezda RSDRP v Stokholme v igo 6 g, pp. 262-7, 336-7. 
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movement was surrounded by dubious elements?* J lie basic 
types— fighters, idealists, adventurers, heroes, and gangsters— 
were almost equally frequent in both movements, and many of 
the fxmous mysteries of the ‘Russian soul’ revealed themselves 
startlingly in French, Italian, Belgian, and Danish souls. 

In spite of the moral justification which the revolutionaries 
believed they had for this particular method of opposition many 
Bolsheviks were uneasy. Guerrilla warfare could play only an 
auxiliary' part in the revolution, just as forty years later it was 
auxiliary to the main war waged by the regular armies. The 
‘regular army’, to which the Bolshevik fighting squads had to 
be subordinated was, in Lenin’s eyes, the whole Russian people 
in insurrection. Unsupported by a general rising, left to itself 
and isolated, partisan warfare was certain to degenerate into 
a hopeless and demoralizing adventure. Logically, one would 
have expected Lenin to call off partisan warfare and disband 
the fighting squads as soon as it became clear that the ebb of 
revolution was not temporary and that years would pass before 
the next tide began to rise. At first, throughout 1906, Lenin 
clung to the hope that the revolution had not yet spent its force ; 
and this may have accounted for the stubbornness with which 
he defended his fighting squads, even when the Central Com- 
mittee of the united party, dominated by the Mensheviks, in- 
sisted on their disbandment. 

But there was more to it than that. The defeat landed the 
Bolsheviks, as well as other factions, in great financial straits. 
In 1905 the membership of the party grew by leaps and bounds 
and so did its revenue from members’ subscriptions. Wealthy 
sympathizers made important contributions to the treasury. 
After the counter-revolution had set in, in 1907 and 1908, the 
membership shrunk even more rapidly than it had grown; 
fellow travellers turned their backs on the defeated revolution; 
and so the party, whose apparatus had in the meantime been 
inflated to large dimensions, was left without financial means 
to carry on. Lenin, the real head of a revolutionary administra- 
tion, was the last man to see that administration wrecked for 
lack of money. Even if this revolution was beaten, he thought, 
the next one had to be prepared ; and he Was determined to get 
the funds needed for that task. Who, if not the fighting squads, 
should provide the party with the means it needed to tide over 
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the grim irtterval of counter-revolution and to emerge with 
flying colours into the Second Revolution? Lenin was fond of 
saying that if need be the revolutionary ought to be able to 
creep towards his goal with his belly in mud — he now ordered 
his fighting squads to creep in the mud to supply the revolution. 
Aware of the moral risk, he proposed to bring the squads under 
the strict control of the party so that they should be cleansed 
from dubious and unreliable elements.* 

The Caucasus was the main area where the fighting squads 
operated. They were at first surrounded by an aura of roman- 
ticism that fitted only too well into the local tradition of 
chivalrous brigandage. Altogether 1,150 acts of terrorism were 
recorded in the Caucasus between 1905 and 1908.^ The most 
famous seizure of treasury funds (or ‘expropriation’ as it came 
to be called) took place in one of the main squares of Tiflis 
on 23 June 1907. The scene of another was on board the steam- 
ship Nicholas I in the port of Baku. The Tiflis raid yielded a 
quarter of a million roubles which were duly transferred to the 
Bolshevik treasury abroad. As the prize consisted of bank- 
notes of very large denominations it was not easy to exchange 
them in foreign banks which had been warned about their 
origin. Several important Bolsheviks, including the future 
Commissar of Foreign Affairs Litvinov, were arrested in 
western Europe while they were trying to exchange the money. 
The affair agitated the Russian and the European Press. The 
Mensheviks raised an outcry against Lenin and brought the 
issue before a party jury that was presided over by another future 
Commissar of Foreign Affairs, Litvinov’s future boss and rival, 
Chicherin, then still a Menshevik. Trotsky made the charges 
against Lenin in the German Social Democratic newspapers 
and drew the attention of the Socialist International to what 
he called the danger of disintegration and demoralization of 
Russian socialism.^ 

Koba’s role in all this was important, though it has never 
been clearly defined. He acted as a sort of a liaison officer 
between the Caucasian Bolshevik Bureau and the fighting 
squads. In this capacity he was never directly engaged in the 
raids. He would approve or disapprove of actions planned by 

‘ V.K.P. (b) V RezoluUyakh, vol. i, pp. 67-8; L. Trotsky, Stalin, p. 97. 

^ Ibid. ^ L. Trotsky, Stalin, p. 105, and Mein I^ben, pp. 209-10. 
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the fighting squads, advise them, take care of the?" ‘logistics’ of 
a major operation, and watch its execution from afar. The 
Tsarist police in their hunt for the perpetrators never suspected 
Koba of any connexion with them. His technique of dis- 
simulation was so perfect that this role of his was thoroughly 
concealed even from the eyes of the party. The two chief 
legendary commanders of the fighting squads were his pupils 
and henchmen — Ter Petrossyan (‘Kamo') and Kote Tsin- 
tsadze, both big and warmhearted, romantic, resourceful, and 
untiring revolutionaries, who underwent inhuman torture 
when caught by the Okhrana without betraying any of their 
secrets.^ Koba, who had a shrewd eye for the characteristics 
of his comrades, knew that he could trust these two, and he 
apparently confided his contacts to them, the safest of the safe. 
Nevertheless, the Caucasian Mensheviks apparently had an 
inkling of his true role, for they tried to impeach him before 
a party jury for contrav'cntion of the ban on raids imposed by 
the last Congress. But he somehow evaded tJie trial and moved 
from Tiflis to Baku. 

In the oil city the Bolsheviks were stronger than in the capital 
of the Caucasus; and there, as the leader of the Baku Committee, 
he could defy his accusers. Because of his wire-pulling behind 
the fighting squads, his reputation among his political oppo- 
nents, never too high, fell even lower now. The familiar 
epithets ‘madman’ and ‘disorganizer’ were now thrown at him 
with unfailing regularity. Koba was not concerned with his 
reputation among political opponents — he knew that what he 
did had Lenin’s approval. Let the local Mensheviks threaten 
him with expulsion from the ‘united’ party. To his mind that 
unity was, in any case, half-unreal. Nor was he perturbed by the 
lamentable effect that partisan warfare had upon the political 
atmosphere in the Caucasus. In the eyes of many the revolu- 
tion became associated with ordinary robbery. The raids pro- 
voked the authorities to savage reprisals, which struck fear into 
the people and, though they increased the general hatred of 
Tsardom, deepened the apathy on which the counter-revolution 
was thriving. The reckless tactics of the fighting squads were 
wasteful of human life and energy. In his memoirs S. Alliluyev 
gave a gloomy picture of that heroic wastefulness which reads 
’ L. Trotsky, 5 ta/in, pp. 104-8. 
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like an unintentional indictment of the political leadership of 
the squads that was exercised, at least locally, by Koba, his 
future son-in-law.* All the difficult dilemmas of partisan war- 
fare, with which an all-European underground was to grapple 
in the Second World \Var, arose before the Russian Socialists 
in those early days. Whether one analyses the way the dilemmas 
were solved four or forty years after the event, it is equally 
difficult to pass judgement, to glorify uncritically or to con- 
demn the leaders, who, under the pressure of events and amid 
a thousand uncertainties, made their hazardous and perilous 
decisions. 

The Bolsheviks were not alone in practising guerrilla warfare 
and ‘expropriations’. In the Caucasus the Armenian Federalists, 
a much more moderate group, did the same; and even the 
Menshevik Georgians, loud in denouncing the Bolshevik raids, 
were not averse from making similar raids of their own or from 
sharing the booty of Bolshevik forays. In Poland it was the 
right rather than the left wing of the Socialists that specialized 
in revolutionary terrorism. The most celebrated Polish terrorist 
was the future marshal and dictator of Poland, Pilsudski. One 
of Pilsudski’s chief assistants in organizing the raids was a Polish 
worker, Arciszewski, who was to be the Premier of the Polish 
anti-Soviet emigre government in London in 1945. Koba and 
Pilsudski then seemingly trod the same ground. But their 
methods, and even more so their motives, differed. Pilsudski, 
in his romantic nationalism, only thinly varnished with social- 
ism, looked back to the risings of the quixotically brave Polish 
nobility in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and saw 
himself as the descendant of a long line of Polish national heroes 
— Kosciuszko, Microslawski, and others. He did not place 
much hope on any popular, let alone Socialist, revolution, but 
he really did hope to deliver Poland from Russian dominance 
by guerrilla warfare. Koba did not share any illusions. His 
fighting squads were to remain merely the tools, and certainly 
not the decisive ones, of a great popular revolution. 

This, incidentally, accounts for the different manner in which 
the two men treated their early partisan exploits when they 
became the rulers of their countries. In Pilsudskist Poland, the 
deeds of the fighting squads were surrounded by an official cult. 

* S. Alliluyev, op. cit., pp. 159-66. 
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The anniversaries of every major raid were celebrated with 
solemnity and pomp. Every historical detail relating to 
Pilsudski’s exploits was dug out and described in innumerable 
books and articles— and many a detail was manufactured post 
factum by obliging historians. In Russia, discreet official silence 
has surrounded Stalin’s role in guerrilla warfare. All his official 
biographers have avoided even hinting at it, while Stalin him- 
self has never uttered a single word either to confirm or to deny 
the Current versions about that phase of his career. Even the 
very detailed Biographical Chronicle appended to his Collected 
Works^ in which he himself has traced his own activity during 
the First Revolution month after month and week after week, 
contains not a single mention of the guerrilla campaign.^ All 
that has been known about it has been disclosed by his oppo- 
nents or selected by those who were his Caucasian subordinates 
long before his ascent to absolute power. In the light of the 
Leninist tradition, his connexion with the fighting squads lacked 
sufficient respectability to be brought back into the limelight. 
It amounted to something like a deviation or slip in Stalin’s 
or even Lenin’s career. What appears to be established is that 
in his first quasi-military performance Koba showed a distinct 
penchant for a reckless, wasteful method of warfare, a character- 
istic of his that would come to light more strongly and on a 
gigantic scale in the future. 

In May 1907, Koba, assuming once again the nickname 
Ivanovich, went to London to attend a new Congress of the 
party. His delegate’s mandate was questioned by the Men- 
sheviks. Eventually he was admitted to the Congress but only 
with a consultative voice. His native province was now so much 
a Menshevik ‘fortress’ that he could not easily obtain credentials 
from any recognized Caucasian body. He consoled himself with 
the thought that the Bolsheviks swayed the organization in 
other parts of Russia, in Petersburg, Moscow, and elsewhere.^ 
At the Congress the Bolsheviks gained a slight majority and 
managed to put their imprint on its decisions and resolutions. 
Partisan warfare inevitably came up for discussion. Martov 
inveighed against Lenin, who this time refrained from parrying 
the attack. The opposition to the fighting squads had spread 

' J. Stalin, Sochinenya^ vol. i, p. 422. 

* Ibid., vol. ii, pp. 50-1. 
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to the Bolshevik ftiction itself. Most of Lenin’s followers wanted 
to put a stop to their activities. On this point the Mensheviks 
carried the Congress without difficulty and passed a ban on all 
armed raids and ‘expropriations’. Throughout the Congress 
Koba-Ivanovich prudently sat still and kept quiet, probably 
because he had been warned by Lenin not to expose himself. 
Lenin abstained from voting on the ban, though many delegates 
indignantly pressed him to show his hand. He undoubtedly 
was prepared to offend against this ban and to try a few more 
‘expropriations’. Otherwise, the debates were rather unreal, 
because both Mensheviks and Bolsheviks were still prophesying 
an imminent ‘new revolutionary explosion’, though the Men- 
sheviks were already adapting their policies to the conditions 
of the counter-rcvolutionaiy era.* 

On his return to Baku, Koba-Ivanovich described the Con- 
gress in the new clandestine paper Bakinski Proletarii (The Baku 
Proletarian). 2 Bolshevism, he stated, represented the aspira- 
tions of the advanced workers of central Russia who were mostly 
employed in heavy industry. The Menshevik predominance in 
his native land he explained by the ‘backward and petty bour- 
geois’ character of the province. The Mensheviks railed against 
Bolshevik bureaucracy, but at the Congress they had more 
party officials and fewer workers than Lenin’s faction. In 
addition, there were few genuine Russians among the moderate 
Socialists — most of them were Jews or Georgians, whereas the 
overwhelming majority of the Bolsheviks were pure Russians. 
‘Somebody among the Bolsheviks remarked jestingly that since 
the Mensheviks were the faction of the Jews and the Bolsheviks 
that of the native Russians, it would become us to make a 
pogrom in the party.’ Anti-semitism could hardly be read into 
this heavy jocular aside, because nobody had been more blunt 
than Koba in the condemnation of racial hatred. But the joke 
was ambiguous enough to grate on the ears of most Socialists. 

Koba’s report contained another characteristic remark. The 
Congress, so he related, was sharply divided into two factions. 
Trotsky, who joined neither, proved himself to be ‘beautifully 
useless’. It was at the London Congress that Koba first met his 
future great rival. The ex-President of the Petersburg Soviet, 

* V.K.P. {b) V Rezolutsyakh, vol. i, pp. 109-10; F. Dan, Proiskhozhdenie BolshevizmOy 
pp. 388-9, * J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. ii, pp. 46-77. 
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condemned to life-long exile in Siberia, had succeeded in escap- 
ing from Iiis banishment just in time to join the Congress. He 
was very vocal in his indignation at Lenin’s partisan warfare. 
Thus, at their very first meeting the future rivals were already 
arrayed against cadi other in a bitter controversy, though they 
did not directly exchange even a few words during the many 
gatherings in that brotherhood C’liurch in London, where the 
Congress was in session for nearly three weeks. Koba’s personal 
stake in that controversy was his own standing with the party. 
He could not help being hurt by what Trotsky had to say about 
•expropriations’. The phrase about I'rotsky’s ‘beautiful useless- 
ness’ reflected the aesthetic impression of Trotsky’s great oratory 
and probably also Lenin’s impatience with it, for Koba, so it 
seems, repeated tlie phrase after Lenin. The two men, Koba 
and Trotsky, were stars of an altogether different magnitude 
and lustre in those days. It would hardly have entered any- 
body’s mind that one day they would confront each other in 
tlie greatest feud in the Avhole history of Russia. Trotsky already 
enjoyed national and European fame, while Koba’s star was 
shining only very dimly on the narrow Caucasian horizon. But 
already from that first meeting in a London church Koba could 
not have failed to carry away in his heart the first seed of resent- 
ment against the cx-President of the Petersburg Soviet. 



CHAPTER IV 


Koba becomes Stalin 


Triumph of coimUT-rcvoliition (0)07 il') -‘Liquidators’ and ‘l)o\ colters’.— 
Stalin’s work in Baku (1907 -10).— His inipnsoiinuMit and deportation to Solvv- 
chegodsk. — Escape and return to Baku (1909) - Stalin charges thnigre leaders, 
including Lenin, with ‘aloofness from Russian n alitv’.— Sialm hiding among 
Tartar oil workers. — His (orH'spondeiue in the Russian Socialist Ihi'ss.— His 
second exile m Solvychegodsk (1910 - i 1), .ind the end ol his activity in the Caucasus. 
Final split between Bolsheviks and Mt nsheviks —Stalin becomes a member of the 
Bolshevik Central Committee and issues the liist copy of Puwda (April 1912).— 
Stalin’s part in the elections to the fourth Duma His )ournev to C’racow and 
Vienna . — The Problems of J^^ationalities and Soiial Dmo(rn(y. -Stalin meets Bukharin 
and Trotsky in Vienna.- -On his return to Russia is betrayed by an agent provo- 
cateur and arrested.— Is exiled to sub-polar Siberia (1913-17) - 'Hie First World 
War. — Lenin’s ‘revolutionary defeatism’. Stalin’s inactivity during the war. 

‘An era of counter-revolution has begun; and it will last some 
twenty years, unless Tsardom is in the meantime shaken by a 
major war.’^ With these words Lenin parted from one of his 
friends when, in December 1907, he made up his mind to return 
to Geneva. The terror of the Stolypin Government, ‘the regime 
of June 3rd’, raged in the country; and even in his hiding-place 
in Finland Lenin was no longer safe. Nine years later he did 
not yet believe the second revolution to be near. In January 
1917, a few weeks before the downfall of Tsardom and a few 
months before his own rise to power, he gave a commemorative 
address on the first Russian revolution to young Swiss Socialists 
and finished it with the assurance that though his generation 
would not live to see the second revolution, they, the youth, 
would certainly witness its triumph.^ The interval between the 
two revolutions lasted in fact less than ten years; and of these 
only the first five could be described as the era of counter- 
revolution proper. By 1912 there was a new upswing of the 
revolutionary movement. 

At the end of 1907, however, Lenin’s pessimism seemed all 
too justified. Tsardom was firmly back on its feet. Thew^orking 
class was overcome by weariness and disillusionment. At the 

* L. Krasin, Leonid Krasin^ p. 37. * Lenin, Sochmenya, 3rd ed., vol. xix, p. 337. 
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height of the revolution more than two million^ workers took 
part in strikes, most of them designed to promote political ends. 
In 1908 only 174,000 workers came out in strikes; only 64,000 
in 1909, and 46,000 in 1910. The limited freedom of speech, 
of assembly, and of the Press largely disappeared. The parties 
of the underground were exhausted and demoralized. Defeat 
bred cynicism or scepticism among their members and followers. 
The prodigal sons of the intelligentsia recanted their radicalism 
and sought rcadmission to respectable society. The literary 
Bohhie that liad lived in reverie on the fringe of the under- 
ground now plunged into despondent mysticism, scxualism, or 
art for art’s sake. The clandestine organizations were like 
pricked balloons. What was left of them teemed with agents 
provocateurs^ wlio gave the Okhrana first-hand information about 
the personnel and the activities of the various factions. The 
agents of the Okhrana penetrated even into the leading centres 
of the various groups and did their utmost to exacerbate their 
inner feuds and to turn the underground into a morass of 
treacherous intrigue, fear, and suspicion. 

An aversion from clandestine work was one typical reaction 
to such conditions. It was elevated to a political principle by 
Menshevik writers, who demanded that the party should wind 
up its underground activity, abandon its old habits, and trans- 
form itself into an ordinary opposition working for its ends 
openly, within the limits prescribed by the law — like the Euro- 
pean Socialist parties. Those who preached this ‘revaluation 
of values’ were derogatorily labelled by Lenin ‘the liquidators’, 
the grave-diggers of the party. The mole of revolution, Lenin 
argued, must continue to burrow in the underground, despite 
the corrupted condition of the clandestine groups. In those days 
both Bolsheviks and Mensheviks still looked up in admiration 
to western European and especially German Socialism, with 
its powerful political and trade-union machines, its vigorous, 
popular Press, its impressive electoral campaigns and parlia- 
mentary representations. The greater the disgust with the 
disintegration of the Russian underground, the stronger grew 
the desire to europeanize the movement at home. 

Yet the whole fabric of Russian society was un-European. 
Tsardom remained a half- Asiatic autocracy. True, even the 
regime of 3 June did not obliterate all the gains of the First 
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Revolution. After the most violent wave of terror was over, 
shaky islets of freedom were left here and there. The parties of 
the opposition resumed the open publication of periodicals, but, 
supervised by a severe and malevolent censorship, they could 
express their views only in a diluted form, resorting to Aesopian 
hints and allusions. As a rule the periodicals were short-lived. 
The fist of the Okhrana clamped down upon them under the 
slightest pretext. The same was true of the few legally existing 
trade unions and leftish educational clubs and associations. The 
position of the shadow parliaments, the Dumas, was not much 
better. All the four Dumas elected between the two revolutions 
were arbitrarily dissolved or prorogued by the Tsar; and in 
none of them did the Socialist deputies enjoy immunity — most 
of those deputies spent their parliamentary terms in Siberian 
banishment. Those who under such handicaps attempted to 
graft a European Labour Party on to the Russian body politic 
might as well have tried to grow tropical fruit in a sub-polar 
region. Several Menshevik leaders still wished to keep clandes- 
tine organizations in being but hoped to shift the main burden 
of the party’s work to lawful forms of activity. Only Plckhanov, 
in many ways the most moderate Menshevik of all, continued 
to attribute to the underground the same importance as before. 
This provided the basis for the last political alliance between 
Lenin and Plekhanov, an alliance which came to an end only at 
the outbreak of the First World War 
Looking back to that period, Lenin wrote many years later: 
‘The revolutionary parties must complete their education. They 
had learnt how to attack. . . . They had got to learn . . . that 
victory was impossible . . . unless they knew both how to attack 
and how to retreat correctly. Of all the defeated opposition 
and revolutionary parties, the Bolsheviks effected the most 
orderly retreat. . . Some of Lenin’s colleagues and followers 
refused to learn the art of ‘orderly retreat’. Lenin’s tactics were 
to avoid hopeless clashes with autocracy and to economize the 
forces of the revolution. He defended the underground party 
against the ‘liquidators’, but he wanted the party to use lawful 
as well as clandestine forms of action. Even before the counter- 
revolution set in, he had given up boycotting parliamentary 
elections; and, seeing that his followers persisted in the tactics 

’ Lenin, Sochinmya, vol. xxv, p. 1 77 . 
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of boycott, he did not hesitate to cast his vote with those of the 
Mensheviks against his whole faction in order to send socialism 
to the polling-booth.^ He also insisted that his followers should 
publish such periodicals, books, and pamphlets as the censor- 
ship permitted and that they should work in legally existing 
trade unions and educational associations. Only thus would the 
party be able to convey its ideas and views to a public much 
wider than that which was accessible to clandestine propaganda. 
Its open propaganda was, of course, bound to leave many things 
unsaid; but it would be supplemented by an uninhibited clan- 
destine propaganda. Tlie secret committees should direct and 
control all forms of activity, whether lawful or underground. 

While disgust with the underground was the dominant mood 
among the Mensheviks, thcBolsheviks were reluctant to act in the 
open. I’hroughout 1907 and even 1908 ‘boycottism’ swayed their 
mind. Lunacharsky, Bogdanov, Krasin, Gorky, the best writers, 
propagandists, and organizers, led the Bolshevik ‘ultra-left*. 

The content as well as the form of Socialist action was again 
at issue. Those who turned their backs on the underground 
willy-nilly preached a degree of conciliation with the existing 
order. It was impossible, for instance, to advocate the over- 
throw of Tsardom in publications that were meant to be passed 
by the Tsarist censorship. Therefore, Lenin argued, those who 
wanted the party to confine itself to forms of action permitted 
by authority were virtually abandoning the republican prin- 
ciple. Like the middle-class Liberals, in whom they saw the 
legitimate leaders of the opposition, the Mensheviks now placed 
their hopes on the gradual transformation of Tsardom into a 
constitutional monarchy. In Lenin’s eyes such hopes were as 
unworthy of Social Democrats as they were hollow. The boy- 
cotters, on the other hand, were the sectarians and not the 
practitioners of the revolution. In making a fetish of the under- 
ground, in shying away from the broader opportunities for 
action, they tended to reduce the revolution to impotence. 
They were liquidators d rebours? 


It was during the interval bctwcoi the two revolutions that 

* F. Dan, Proiskhozhdenie Bolshevizma, pp. 427-8; VKP (b) v Rezolutsyakh, vol. i, 

^ Lenin, Sochinenyay vol. xv, pp. 417-24. 
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Koba bccamfe Stalin, and from a comparatively obscure 
Georgian underground worker rose to be one of the national 
leaders of Bolshevism. His rise appears the more puzzling as, 
of the ten years between 1907 and 1917, he spent nearly seven 
in prisons, on the way to Siberia, in Siberian banishment, and 
in escapes from the places of his deportation. His carefully 
collected political writings of that period add up to less than 
one slender volume of his Works. The most indulgent reader of 
that volume could hardly find in it any proof of striking intel- 
lectual or political attainment. The man who in the beginning 
of 1917 hurried back from Siberia to Petersburg to lead the 
Bolsheviks before Lenin’s return from Switzerland had made 
little advance on the youthful author of the essays published in 
Brdzola. The clue to his promotion lay in his practical activities 
rather than in any talent for letters or journalism. 

He remained at Baku while Lenin and tlic other leaders 
once again pitched their tents in western Europe. He was not 
one of those leaders whom the party needed abroad and could 
not leave within reach of tlie Oklirana. Nor was he one of those 
promising workers who were sent to complete their revolution- 
ary education at the various party schools abroad. In Lenin’s 
personnel files he ranked as fit to look after his own education. 
Except for two brief trips to Cracow and Vienna, he spent 
all those years in Russia, entrenched in the underground, 
immersed in the drudgery of the revolution’s working day that 
was so different from its stormy, exciting festivals. This was to 
be the source of great strength as well as great weakness in him. 
He had no inkling of the broad international vistas that life in 
western Europe opened before the emigre leaders. Like every 
other Bolshevik he was, of course, an internationalist, though 
his internationalism was more a matter of dogma than of living 
experience. Its range was provincial. He knew the bloody 
feuds between the Caucasian tribes and nationalities in which 
the folly of self-centred nationalism demonstrated itself. What 
his internationalism lacked was any intimate understanding 
of the broad trends of European life, any sensitivity to the 
shades and colours of that dazzling rainbow which was called 
European civilization. On the other hand, he really drew his 
strength from his native soil. In it he was rooted, first by birth 
and upbringing and now by his political fortunes. 
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On 2 3 October 1907 he was elected a membbt of llie Baku 
Committee. ‘Two years of revolutionary work among the oil 
workers of Baku’, he wrote later on, ‘hardened me as a practical 
fighter and as one of the practical leaders. In contact with 
advanced workers of Baku ... in the storm of the deepest con- 
flicts between workers and oil industrialists ... I first learned 
what it meant to lead big masses of workers. There in Baku I 
thus received my second revolutionary baptism in combat.’* In 
Baku, Europe and Asia met and interpenetrated even more 
closely than in Tiflis. The quickly expanding oil industry repre- 
sented European methods of technical and economic organiza- 
tion. The transit trade with Persia was oriental in character. 
Forty-eight ])er cent, of the workers employed at Baku by that 
lime were Russians and Armenians. Forty-two per cent, were 
Persians, Lezgins, and Tartars — most of the Persian labour was 
migratory. Ten per cent, were Turks. It was an extraordinary 
endeavour to try to bring all these patches of races and nationa- 
lities and religions, with their peculiar customs and habits, 
within the framework of a single Marxist organization. The 
Russians were the skilled workers, the pioneers of a modern way 
of life. The Moslems were the unskilled, pauper-like proletariat. 
The Tartars practised self-flagellation on the days of their festival 
Shakhssey- Vakhssey. The tradition of blood-feuds was only slightly 
less powerful than in the deserts in Arabia. In the Moslem 
quarters of the city each family lived a secluded inert life, com- 
pletely devoid of the fever and curiosity for the world that 
animated the Russian and Armenian settlements. For this 
reason the Moslem quarter was well suited for clandestine work. 
I here the Bolsheviks had their secret printing shop. There, too, 
Koba, having assumed the name of Gayoz Nisharadze, hid 
from the police. 

But the atomized mass of Moslem labourers did not lend 
itself easily to propaganda or organization. And the Asiatic 
element was reflected not only in the composition of the working 
class; it also coloured the policies of the oil companies, although 
the shareholders were Europeans. The wage system was a 
curious combination of truck payment and of baksheesh or 
beshkesh, as Koba called it in his articles. The frauds of ex- 
ploitation with which western Europe was familiar only in the 

* J. Stalin, SoLhitienya, vol. viii, p. 174. 
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early stages orthe industrial revolution and all the cheating that 
oriental slyness could invent were used in ‘rewarding’ the 
labourers of the oil-fields. The wage system in the mechanical 
workshops, where the Russians and the Armenians were em- 
ployed, was more European. Hut this again di\ ided the workers 
and made it difficult for trade unionists to co-ordinate their 
demands. The truck system made even the Russians so depen- 
dent on the employers that in 1909 the Caspian Oil Company 
could allow itself to prohibit its workers to marry without the 
firm’s permission. No wonder labour conflicts time and again 
acquired here an acute and explosive character, despite the 
heterogeneity and the backwardness of the working population. 

At the end of 1904, it will be remembered, revolutionary 
stirring in Baku preceded the ‘bloody Sunday’ in Petersburg. 
Later on, political life here was swamped by bloody tribal 
feuds. Baku lived through a new revolutionary flare-up towards 
the end of 1907, after the ferment in the rest of Russia had 
fizzled out. The underground did not fall to pieces here as soon 
as it did elsewhere. At the end of September, in the primary 
elections to the Duma in which each estate chose its electors 
separately, the workers’ curia elected Bolsheviks as its representa- 
tives, and Koba wrote the ‘Instruction of the Baku Workers to 
their Deputy’.* The deputy, he stated, was to be a member of 
the party and was to carry out the instructions and the orders 
of its Central Committee. He was not to see his task as that of 
a legislator. He ought to state frankly in the Duma that no 
progressive legislation or peaceful reform would be of any use 
as long as Tsardom survived. He should remain an agitator of 
the revolution. This instruction was to be a model of Bolshevik 
parliamentary tactics. 

After the election Koba turned to the labour conflicts in the 
oil industry. The workers in the oil-fields proper belonged to 
one union which was under Bolshevik influence, while those of 
the mechanical workshops were organized separately and led 
by the Mensheviks. What Koba now advocated came very 
close to the C.I.O. principle — the industrial union as opposed 
to the trade organization. The oil companies, he insisted, must 
bargain with the delegates of the whole industry. One trade 
must not allow itself to be bribed at the expense of another. 

* Ibid., vol. ii, pp. 78-80. 
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The wage system must be changed. What the Workers needed 
was not more baksheesh but a European system of wages. The 
workers stood for European methods against the Asiatic prac- 
tices of the employers. In Gudok (The Signal), the legal news- 
sheet of Bolshevik trade unionists, he expounded those ideas in 
a series of short articles signed K. Cato.^ After the industrialists 
had agreed to bargain with the representatives of the whole 
industry, he called on the ‘50,000 Baku workers’ to elect their 
delegates. The authorities promised immunity to the confer- 
ence of the delegates. This was a success for the Bolsheviks, for 
the Mensheviks had argued in favour of starting negotiations 
with the oil companies without laying down any conditions 
beforehand, while the Social Revolutionaries and the Armenian 
Dashnaks had called for an unconditional boycott of the nego- 
tiations. 

The delegates’ conference was in session for several months, 
del:)atmg every point in the collective agreements, controlling 
strikes, and airing its political views. ‘While all over Russia 
black reaction was reigning, a genuine workers’ parliament was 
in session at Baku’, wrote later Sergo Ordjonikidze, the future 
Commissar of heavy industry, one of Koba’s closest friends in 
those days. There was daring and defiance in Baku’s challenge 
to the regime of 3 June. Lenin followed the events with melan- 
choly admiration : ‘These are our last Mohicans of the political 
mass strike.’^ He knew that Baku could not stir the rest of 
Russia to action. The revolution was merely fighting a rear- 
guard battle in the Caucasus. But the Bolshevik leaders of 
Baku, the commanders of that battle, attracted his attention. 
W^ho were these men who still withstood the all-pervading 
apathy and resignation? Well, there was that Ivanovich-Koba 
whom he had seen at Tammerfors, in Stockholm, and London, 
the man connected with the Fighting Squads, whose proper 
name had not yet been marked down even in Lenin’s secret 
files, Ordjonikidze, Voroshilov (the secretary of the oil-workers’ 
trade union the future Marshal), the brothers Yenukidze (one 
of whom was to become Vice-President of the Soviet Union), 
Spandarian, Djaparidze, and Shaumian, future Commissars of 
Baku. The dead silence in the rest of Russia was the sounding- 
board on which the ‘signal’ from Baku reverberated with 

J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. ii, p. 98. ^ Lenin, SochinenyOf vol. xvi, p. 368. 
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unusual strei/gth. One other fact made Koba’s nickname 
' gradually more familiar to Lenin. He had ceased to write in his 
native tongue — Georgian. There were few Georgians in Baku. 
The Russian language was, as it were, the unifying factor in 
the diversity of languages and vernaculars spoken there. Gudok 
and the clandestine Bakinsky Proletarii, edited or co-edited by 
Koba, were Russian newspapers. They were regularly dis- 
patched to Bolshevik headquarters abroad, where Lenin sternly 
scrutinized every article and note printed by his followers. 
Koba’s writings were neither numerous nor intellectually 
startling, but they were marked by fanatical devotion to the 
Bolshevik faction, as well as by a businesslike practical tone 
highly esteemed by Lenin. Thus, in going from Tiflis to the oil 
city on the Persian border, Koba was really moving from his 
native backwater into the main stream of national politics. 

After eight or nine months of work on the Baku committee 
and many strikes in the oil-fields, Koba-Nisharadze and his 
friend Sergo Ordjonikidze were caught by the Okhrana and put 
in the Bailov prison. Long months of waiting for the orders of 
deportation were passed in prison politics, debates with inmates 
of different views, exchanges of secret messages and printed 
matter with comrades at large, writing for clandestine sheets, 
smuggling the writings out of the prison, and so on. The debates 
between the adherents of various factions were bitter with the 
exacerbation of defeat. Of the two spokesmen for the Bolshevik 
prisoners, Koba was cool, ruthless, and self-possessed, Ordjoni- 
kidze touchy, exuberant, and ready to fly off at a tangent into 
riotous affray. The discussions were poisoned by suspicion — 
the Okhrana had planted its agents provocateurs even in the prison 
cells. Time and again the prisoners, roused to feverish sus- 
picion, would try to trace them and, in some cases, they would 
kill a suspect, since the code of the underground allowed or 
even demanded the killing of agents provocateurs^ as a measure of 
self-defence. Harmless people unfortunate enough to have 
aroused suspicion may sometimes have suffered in these hunts; 
for they provided an outlet for phobias and even opportunities 
for settling private accounts. Each faction was quick to detect 
agents provocateurs among its opponents, and slow in unmasking 
them in its own ranks. Unfriendly memoirists who shared with 
Koba a cell in the Bailov prison have told a few stories in which 
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Koba is seen as slyly inciting others to witch-hunts^nd victimiz- 
ing innocent people who had incurred his disfavour.* It is 
impossible to say how much truth or invention there is in such 
stories: they were told about many an underground worker and 
they reflect the all-pervading suspicion of those days. 

In other respects, too, the Baku prison was markedly diflFerent 
from the comparatively quiet and easy-going Batum prison, in 
which Koba had been lodged a few years before. Convicts 
awaiting execution were often lierded together with the rest. 
Executions took place in the courtyard. Nerves were strained 
to the limit when men saw their comrades, who might just have 
taken part in a debate, led to the gallows. In the tension of 
such moments Koba would, if an eyewitness is to be believed, 
fall sound asleep, astonishing his comrades by his strong nerves, 
or else he would go on with his unsuccessful attempt to master 
the intricacies of German grammar. Amid all the filth and the 
degradation, he still contrived to watch the conflicts in the oil 
industry and to keep up a running commentary in the Gudok 
and Bakinsky Proletarii} But the tone of his comment was now 
less confident. He counselled his comrades not to count upon 
a general strike. ^Striking in individual concerns is the most 
expedient form of retreat, the form best suited for the present 
moment.’ He urged the workers to be on guard against 
‘economic terror’ — the acts of despair, assaults by individual 
workers on their employers or managers, that were becoming 
more and more frequent — for it would recoil upon organized 
labour. But when the local ‘liberal’ newspaper — ‘the mouth- 
piece of the oil magnates’ — began to preach morals to Socialist 
trade unionists and blame them for indifference vis-a-vis econo- 
mic terror, Koba retorted with an angry philippic on the 
wretched conditions of the oil proletariat which accounted for 
their despair and violence. He scorned a Menshevik suggestion 
that Socialists should up to a point co-operate with authority in 
prevention of economic terror. By its own means and in its own 
interests, concluded Koba, organized labour must curb despair 
and violence, but it would not denounce the culprits to authority. 
Nor would it fawn upon the self-righteous ‘liberalism’ of the oil 
magnates. 

In November he received the order of deportation to a place 

L. Trotsky, Stalin, pp. 1 17-21. * J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. ii, p. 98. 
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called Solvycliegodsk, where he was to remain under police 
supervision for two years. Solvychegodsk, a little settlement 
founded in the fourteenth century by Russian pioneer-mer- 
chants as a centre of trade in salt and furs, lies in the northern 
part of the Vologda province, in European Russia. Its climate 
is less severe than that of the northern Siberian places of banish- 
ment. The terms of Koba’s deportation were thus fairly mild. 
He was still successful at playing an inconspicuous part in the 
eyes of the Okhrana and had avoided being caught red-handed. 
On the northward trek from Vologda to Solvychegodsk he fell 
ill with typhus, but at the end of February 1909 he arrived. 
After four months he escaped. He travelled to the Caucasus 
via Petersburg, where he called on his future father-in-law 
Alliluyev and through him got into contact with the secret 
party headquarters. He was issued witJi a new false passport — 
in July he reappeared in Baku as Zakhar Gregorian Melikyants. 
At Petersburg headquarters he must have been given a hearty 
welcome — party workers still looked up to the ‘indomitable 
fortress’ of Baku. He also secured his informal appointment to 
be the Caucasian correspondent of the party’s ‘central’ periodi- 
cals published abroad. In this role he was to attract Lenin’s 
attention more closely than hitherto. 

On his way from Petersburg to Baku he must have been given 
to unpleasant reflections on the things he had seen and heard 
in the capital. The organization there, which in 1907 still 
numbered 8,000 members, was now reduced to barely 300. 
There seemed to be an air of inefficiency about party head- 
quarters. He had avidly asked for news from the Caucasus, but 
at headquarters they had no information. The contact between 
Petersburg and the emigre leaders was tenuous. The distribu- 
tion of the clandestine Press was feeble. He could not help 
feeling an itch to lend his own hand to the job at Petersburg 
headquarters. 

The condition in which, one and a half years after his 
imprisonment, he found the ‘Baku fortress’ was not encourag- 
ing cither. Here, too, the organization had dwindled down to 
a few hundred members, two or three hundred Bolsheviks and 
a hundred Mensheviks. The following of the trade unions was 
not much bigger. The educational clubs (‘Science’ and ‘Know- 
ledge is Power’) gave few signs of life. In the oil-fields working 
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hours had been increased from eight to twelve; and, though a 
boom had begun in tlic oil industry, the workers were not 
taking advantage of their bargaining power. The organization 
had turned its back upon the Tartar proletariat. It ceased to 
approach them with leaflets or news-sheets in their tongue. 
The party’s funds were exhausted — not even a copy of the 
clandestine Russian Bakinsky Proletarii had been published 
during tlie year since his deportation. Things still looked better 
here than elsewhere, but this was not the old defiant Baku. 

The first thing that Koba-Melikyants did, after he settled 
down in a hiding-place inside the Balakhlana oil-field, was to 
revive the Bakinsky Proletarii. Three weeks after his return a 
copy of the paper was issued with his unsigned editorial The 
Crisis in the Party and our Tasks’.* He did not mince his words 
in diagnosing the crisis ; and he made the analysis with an eye 
to party headquarters abroad as well as to readers at home. 
‘The party has no roots in the mass of the workers’, he stated, 
recording some of the information he had brought from the ’ 
capital. ‘Petersburg docs not know what is happening in the 
Caucasus, the Caucasus docs not know what is going on in the 
Urals— each corner lives its own isolated life. Strictly speaking, 
that integrated party which lived one common life, that party 
of which we were so proud in 1905, 1906, and 1907, exists no 
longer. The Menshevik and Bolshevik emigre centres were 
equally at fault, because their periodicals — here he mentioned 
Lenin’s Proletarii as well as the Menshevik Golos—do not and 
cannot link the scattered organizations inside Russia, they can- 
not infuse into them a common party life. It would even be ■' 
strange to think that the foreign organs, aloof as they arc from 
Russian reality, could integrate the work of the party that has 
since long outgrown the pha^e of small propagandist circles.’^ 
The last part of the statement was beside the point. On the 
writer’s own showing the underground was now not stronger 
than in the days when the old Iskra was assembling the small 
groups of pioneer propagandists into a parly. But Koba was 
airing the impatience of the home-bred revolutionary with the 
emigre leaders ‘aloof from Russian reality’; and he did not 
mean to exempt Lenin from his chidings. Various remedies, 
he went on, were suggested, such as the winding up of the 4 

* J. Stalin, Sochirunya, vol. ii, pp. 146-58. 2 Ibid., p. 147. 
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underground i!»r the transfer of all functions in the underground 
’’to ordinary workers. The former would amount to the liquida- 
tion of the party, the latter would yield little improvement as 
long as the old system of organization remained in being ‘with 
its old ways of work and “leadership” from abroad’. He put the 
word leadership in contemptuous inverted commas. 

In his conclusion, however, he was more circumspect, for he 
did not demand the transfer of leadership to Russia. What was 
needed was a national newspaper published in Russia that 
would keep in touch with life there and integrate the dispersed 
elements of the party. It was for the Central Committee to set 
up and direct such a paper. Tt is the Central Committee that 
is anyhow under the obligation to direct the work of the party. 
But at present that obligation is poorly discharged. . . .’ These 
were still days of a half-merger between the two factions. Inside 
the Central Committee there was a chronic deadlock between 
Bolsheviks and Mensheviks. Koba did not touch that point at 
all. His charge against the Central Committee as a whole was 
‘aloofness from Russian reality’. His idea of a national news- 
paper was a practical proposition; but it took another three 
years before Pravda (The Truth) was set up in Petersburg, with 
Koba as one of its editors. Meanwhile, the editor of the Bakinsky 
Proletarii was indirectly offering himself as a candidate for work 
at Petersburg headquarters. In an aside, he remarked that 
unlike most other branches, the Baku branch of the party ‘had 
till now preserved its contact with the masses’. 

Ill the same Bakinsky Proletarii he published a resolution of 
the Baku Committee, written by himself, on the dissensions 
among the Bolshevik leaders abroad. The resolution openly 
rebuked Lenin for splitting the faction over what Koba thought 
to be minor divergences of opinion.* For at this time the 
founder of Bolshevism was parting company with the radicals 
and boycotters, the philosopher and economist Bogdanov, the 
writer Lunacharsky, the feuilletonist Manuilsky, and several 
others. The radicals charged Lenin with betrayal of Bol- 
shevism. By inducing his followers to combine underground 
work with lawful activity, Lenin encouraged them, in the critics’ 
view, to dilute principles and to carry on an emasculated, 
Menshevik-like propaganda. 

* Ibid., pp. 165-8. 
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The tactical difTerences were curiously complicated by a 
philosophical disputation. The radicals questioned some notions 
of Marxist philosophy and attempted to revise dialectical 
materialism in the light of neo-Kantian or empirio-critical 
philosophy. For a time Lenin detached himself from day-to- 
day politics and, to the grave embarrassment of his pupils, shut 
himself up in the Paris libraries in order to produce his philo- 
sophical magnum opus, Empirio-criticism and Materialism, in which 
he flayed the neo-Kantians, the God-seekers, and all the other 
questioners of Marxist philosophy.* The adversaries set up 
rival schools for party workers who were drawn into the disputa- 
tion. Lenin’s school was at Longjumeau near Paris. The radi- 
cals and God-seekers, whose school was patronized by Maxim 
Gorky, preached their ideas on the Italian isle of Capri. The 
schools vied with each other for pupils and funds. The workers 
who at great peril to themselves arrived from Russia, yearning 
to learn practical politics, political economy, and the tech- 
nique of underground work, found tliemselves subjected to an 
intensive course in philosophy, called upon to choose between 
conflicting gnostic theories and to vote for or against the ex- 
pulsion of heretics who also happened to hold views of their 
own on political tactics. 

The leader of the Baku Committee, hiding among the Tartars 
of the Balakhlana oil-field, had little patience with the disputa- 
tion between Longjumeau and Capri. The emigres’ aloofness 
from Russian reality, he must have reflected, had reached the 
limits of mental aberration. The Baku Committee should tell 
them off and try to bring them back to their senses. His motion 
expressed agreement with Lenin’s tactical and political views 
as against the radicals, but it protested against the expulsion of 
Bogdanov by Lenin as well as against Bogdanov’s disregard of 
party discipline. As the sub-factions were of one mind on all 
major political issues, they should work together; and Lenin 
ought to stop trampling upon the rights of the minority. Baku 
refused to take sides in the controversy between Longjumeau 
and Capri, about which it was not sufficiently informed. Lenin 

In his reminiscences Professor Pokrovsky related how the Bolsheviks sent a 
delegation to Lenin asking him to give up his philosophical studies and to return 
to practical politics. Pokrovsky himself was a member of that delegation. Lenin, 
however, refused to yield to his followers. 
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took notice of the reprimand. In his periodical he gently tried 
^to explain to his Caucasian critic that he was not given to witch- 
hunting, but that he had had to expel the radicals solely because 
they refused to behave in a disciplined manner.* 

Having brought pressure to bear upon headquarters abroad, 
Koba was careful not to embroil himself with Lenin. In 
November and December 1909 he wrote a series of ‘Letters 
from the Caucasus’ for the Social Democrat that was published 
in Paris and Geneva on behalf of the joint Bolshevik-Menshevik 
Central Committee. The editorial board consisted of Lenin, 
Zinoviev, Kamenev, Martov, and Dan. The ‘Letters’ gave an 
informative and solid survey of Caucasian affairs. The author 
discussed the position in the oil industiy, local government, 
trade unions, relations between Caucasian nationalities, under- 
ground work, and lawful Socialist activities, contrasts between 
Tiflis and Baku — all in the same business-like and concrete 
though pedestrian style. Some ‘Letters’ in which he harshly 
criticized the Caucasian Mensheviks and their chief, Noah 
Jordania, evoked Martov’s and Dan’s objections and were pub- 
lished in the discussion-sheet to which such controversial matter 
was usually transferred; and one Letter was altogether with- 
held from publication. The Caucasian correspondent showed 
himself to be a stubborn Leninist. He refrained from giving as 
much as a hint of the criticisms of Lenin that he had voiced 
anonymously through the Baku Committee and the Bakinsky 
Proletarii. Lenin was glad to receive such succour from the 
Caucasian correspondent. Quick to take note of the mood of 
his followers in Russia, he also took up the demand for the 
setting up of operative national headquarters in Russia and 
pressed it on the reluctant Mensheviks. Meanwhile Baku put 
on more steam. In another resolution written by Koba at the 
beginning of 1910, Baku urged the ‘transfer of the leading 
(practical) centre into Russia’. The demand was substantiated 
by the forecast, made in the opening phrase of the resolution, 
that ‘the state of depression and torpor that gripped the motive 
forces of the Russian revolution is beginning to pass’. ^ In this 
Koba was, as on one or two previous occasions, ahead of most 
emigre writers, although, in Vienna, a similar forecast was at 
that time made by Leon Trotsky. The Baku Committee, now 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. ii, pp. 391-2. * Ibid., pp. 197-200. 
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evidently working in close touch with Lenin, als^ asked for the 
final expulsion of the ‘liquidators’ and for a merger between the 
Bolsheviks and those Mensheviks who, like Plekhanov, stood 
for the underground. 

In March, in the middle of preparations for a general strike 
in the oil industry, Koba-Melikyants was once again arrested. 
On the day of his imprisonment the secret printing shop issued 
his pamphlet written in honour of the working man August 
Bcbcl, the celebrated seventy-year-old leader of German Social 
Democracy, ‘whose words made the crowned heads of Europe 
tremble’. After eight months of intensive work, he now had six 
months waiting once more in prison for the next ‘administrative’ 
verdict. It was not harsh this time either. He was ordered to 
complete his banishment at Solvychegodsk. After that he would 
be forbidden to live in the Caucasus and in the bigger cities of 
Russia for another five years. Then followed the now-familiar 
trek northwards. This time he stayed about nine months, till 
the end of his term, 27 June 1911, without any attempt at 
escape. This time, too, he had left the Caucasus for good. In 
future he would still make short trips to his native province, 
but only in order to inspect the local branches on behalf of the 
Central Committee. His Caucasian chapter was now closed. 


The forecast revival of the revolutionary movement did soon 
manifest itself. Street demonstrations at the funeral of Leo 
Tolstoy in 1910 marked its beginning. The movement gained 
real elan in 1912, when workers protested with widespread 
strikes against the shooting of several hundred strikers at the 
gold-mines of Lena in Siberia. Meanwhile the spurious unity of 
the Social Democratic party was breaking down irretrievably. 
In January 1912 Lenin convened in Prague a conference of 
Bolsheviks and a few Plekhanovites in order to proclaim the 
constitution of his faction as a separate party or, rather, in order 
to establish his faction as the party. This was to be his final break 
with the main body of the Mensheviks. Like the Congress in 
Brussels in 1903* conference, too, took place at a Maison 

du Peuple, The Czech Socialists acted as hosts to the Russian 
revolutionaries. It was at the Prague conference that Lenin 
placed Koba s name on the list of candidates to the Central 
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Committee which he submitted to the delegates. But Koba was 
^not elected. His name still conveyed little or nothing to most 
delegates who had known one another from the various emigre 
colonies. Ordjonikidze, Koba’s former assistant and his hot- 
tempered co-prisoner at Baku, was elected, probably because 
he had come straight from Lenin’s school at Longjumeau, where 
he was still a pupil. But Lenin did not drop the matter at that. 
Under the statutes of the party, the elected Central Committee 
had the right to co-opt other members. At the instance of Lenin 
the Committee used that right in favour of Koba. The other 
members of the Central Committee were Lenin, Zinoviev, 
Ordjonikidze, and the Russified Pole Malinovsky who was the 
Okhrana^ agent provocateur. 

What accounted for Lenin’s leaning towards Koba? At 
the outset of the political revival Lenin was anxious to get for 
himself a maximum of elbow-room. He rid himself of the ham- 
stringing connexion with the Mensheviks so that no compro- 
mises or considerations of unity should compel him to ‘curtail’ 
his propaganda and slogans. Now he was out to knock his 
organization into shape. In the preceding splits he parted 
company with his ablest colleagues. His latest decision to 
burn all boats behind him left him with few outstanding asso- 
ciates. Trotsky now headed a motley coalition of right-wing 
Mensheviks, radical Bolsheviks, anti-Mensheviks and anti- 
Bolsheviks, liquidators, bcrycotters. God-seekers, and simply 
Trotskyists in a ferocious journalistic onslaught on Leninism. 
Zinoviev and Kamenev were Lenin’s closest aides-de-camp, 
but even Kamenev, Trotsky’s brother-in-law, had begun to 
waver. Lenin turned his back on the emigre intelligentsia. He 
picked practical workers of the underground for the new Central 
Committee. Soon after its election, the Committee created a 
Russian Bureau which was to direct the party’s activities inside 
Russia. The Bureau consisted of four members: Koba, Or- 
djonikidze, Spandarian, and a certain Goloshchekin. The first 
three had all been members of the Baku Committee. The 
Caucasian group came to be the pillar of the Bolshevik organiza- 
tion, and to play a role quite out of proportion to the impor- 
tance of their province. The reputation that Baku derived from 
the strikes and demonstrations of 1908 was still very high, 
perhaps exaggeratedly so, in Lenin’s eyes. The job ahead, 
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Lenin must have thought, required men of grit, pertinacity, 
and acumen, men like the leaders of Baku. In Krupskaya’s 
files the code name for the Baku group had been The Horses’. 
Lenin now put his horses into harness.* 

Koba’s promotion did not come suddenly. From Caucasian 
workers abroad Lenin must have heard many an appreciative 
word about him. At the Longjumeau school Ordjonikidze can- 
vassed Koba as the strong man of the Baku Committee. The 
candidate himself did not neglect to make a few discreet and 
well-calculated moves that would help him to advance. From 
exile, he kept in touch with influential party workers who at 
headquarters might throw in a word in his favour; and he 
tried to appear as amiable to everybody as possible. In a letter 
written from Solvyrhegodsk to a member of the Central Com- 
mittee, Simeon Schwarz, he once again suggested the formation 
of a Russian Centre, obliquely offering his own services. The 
tone of the letter was extremely deferential towards the emigre 
Central Committee, full of devotion for Lenin and scorn for his 
opponents (‘Lenin is a sensible muzhik knowing well where the 
crayfisli hides in the winter’). The content of the letter could 
not have remained unknown to Lenin, who now had every 
reason to believe that his Caucasian admirer, so obviously 
impatient for promotion, would be a faithful executor of his 
ideas. ^ 

By the end of June 1911 Koba had completed his term of 
banishment. As he was forbidden to live in any of the big 
cities, he chose the town of Vologda conveniently close to 
Moscow and Petersburg. After two months he dashed from 
Vologda to Petersburg and knocked once again at Alliluyev’s 
door. Alliluyev’s house was watched by Okhrana spies, but 
Koba, warned about this, got impatient with what seemed to 
him an excess of caution and suspicion. It so happened 
that this very day the Prime Minister Stolypin was assassinated 
in Kiev by a remorseful agent provocateur, Bagrov, who wanted 
to redeem himself in the eyes of the underground. The Okhrana 
was in a panic and rounded up all suspects. Koba, under a 
new alias (Chizhikov), was arrested.^ He again spent a few 

' L. Krasin, Dela Davno Alinuvshykh Dneiy p. i6. 

^ J. Stalin, Sochinenya^ vol. ii, pp. 209-12. 

^ A. S. Alliluyeva, Vospominanyay pp. 108-9. 
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months in prison, and was then deported back to Vologda for 
three years. 

While he was on his way back delegates for the Prague con- 
ference were assembling abroad. He learned about the results 
of the conference only in the middle of February 1912 when 
Ordjonikidze, now a member and an emissary of the newly 
elected Central Committee, came to see him at Vologda. ‘I 
have been to see Ivanovich’, Ordjonikidze reported to Lenin, 
‘and have arranged everything with him. He was very pleased 
to hear how things had turned out. The news made a splendid 
impression on him.’* Koba apparently had no objection to 
Lenin’s final break with the Mensheviks. Apart from considera- 
tions of principle, the fact that his own promotion was con- 
nected with that break would help commit him to follow Lenin’s 
policy. The next thing was to flee from police supervision at 
Vologda and return to the capital. While preparing his escape 
he wrote a proclamation explaining the decisions of the Prague 
conference to Socialists in Russia. Under the document he put 
the signature of the Central Committee of the Russian Social 
Democratic Workers’ party. For the first time he now spoke 
on behalf of the national leadership of Bolshevism.^ Six 
thousand copies of the proclamation were circulated in the 
main industrial cities. The respectable Russian Press of those 
days hardly noticed the event. Yet Koba had now reached a 
decisive stepping-stone on his way to power. Five years later, 
after the Tsar’s abdication, he would return from Siberia to 
Petersburg and, by dint of this formal seniority acquired in 
1912, assume the leadership of the Bolsheviks, pending Lenin’s 
arrival from Switzerland. 

It would be mistaken to believe, however, that at this stage 
of his career Koba’s standing among the Bolsheviks was second 
only to Lenin’s, as his official biographers claim. Far from it. 
The turnover in the leading personnel of Bolshevism was con- 
tinual. There was nothing stable in the hierarchy as yet, except 
for its central figure, Lenin, whose authority was based on his 
boundless intellectual and political resourcefulness, not on any 
formal claim to loyalty or obedience on the part of his followers. 
The galaxy of satellites around Lenin revolved capriciously and 

* E. Yaroslavsky, Landmarks, p. 75. 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. ii, pp. 213-18. 
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erratically, perpetually losing old stars and gaining new ones. 
Quite a few men whose names have since fallen into oblivion 
held in the Bolshevik hierarchy ranks comparable to Koba’s. 
It is only in the light of his subsequent career that his promo- 
tion in 1912 appears so significant. Unlike others, he came to 
stay. At the time, his elevation to the Central Committee 
looked like one of the many shifts in the party’s personnel. The 
more so as the newcomer had not made his mark as an initiator 
of new ideas or a maker of policy. He was to be the strong arm 
of the Central Committee, not its brain or heart. 

The incidental, almost fortuitous, nature of this turn in 
Koba’s career was further underlined by the scantiness of his 
activity in the five years that were to elapse between his elex a- 
tion and the second revolution. Only during the first of these 
years did he discharge the duties of a member of the Central 
Committee — for the next four he was to be deported to sub- 
polar Siberia. Even in the course of that first year he was out 
of action for about five months, once again arrested and de- 
ported, and once again making his escape. His effective political 
work lasted altogether seven months, and only five at one 
stretch. This was just enough for him to try his hand at the 
job, to become familiar with the leading people of the party, 
perhaps to strengthen his own position, but not enough for 
him to gain much new experience or radically to alter his 
standing. 

The short time ahead of him was one of dogged activity. 
Straight from Vologda he went to the south to get the ear of 
the Caucasian Bolsheviks for the decisions of the Prague con- 
ference. From the Caucasus he hurried to Moscow to exchange ^ 
impressions with Ordjonikidze on the response of the various 
branches to Lenin’s new ‘line’. By the middle of April he was 
back in the capital in time to lend a hand with preparations 
for May Day. Thjre followed his inevitable May Day 
proclamation, signed by the Central Committee but still 
echoing the accents of the Seminary:^ ‘Ever wider spreads the 
ocean of the workers’ movement, engulfing ever new countries 
and states from Europe and America to Asia, Africa and 
Australia. . . . The sea of proletarian anger is rising in high 
waves and strikes ever more menacingly at the toppling rocks 
* J. Stalin, SochirunyQf vol. ii, pp. 219-24. 
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of capitalism. . . . Confident in their victory, calm and strong, 

the workers march proudly on the road to the promised land 

The Russian workers ought to say to-day that, like their com- 
rades of die free lands [of Europe], they do not and will not 
worship the golden calf. . . .’ 

During his present stay in Petersburg — it lasted only twelve 
days till the next arrest — he established contact with the Bol- 
shevik deputies to the Duma, whose moves he was to control 
on behalf of the Central Committee, edited with fresh gusto 
three copies of ^vezda (Star), filling most of its columns with 
his own articles, and prepared the publication of the first issue 
of Pravda. On 22 April 1912 Pravda at last appeared carrying 
Koba’s editorial statement.^ As the workers’ response to 
Lenin’s final break with the Mensheviks was not very favour- 
able, Koba spoke the language of sweet reasonableness. Pravda, 
he promised, would not blur over the differences between the 
Socialists. ‘We believe that a strong and full-blooded move- 
ment is unthinkable without controversy — full conformity of 
views can be achieved only at a cemetery.’ Many more things 
united the various shades of Labour than divided them. Pravda 
would, therefore, call for Socialist unity in class struggle, ‘unity 
at all cost’. ‘Just as we ought to be irreconcilable vis-d-vis our 
enemies, so we must make concessions towards one another. 
War to the enemies of the workers’ movement, peace and 
friendly collaboration inside the movement.’ This was the text 
for the daily that would in the future be famous for its Stalinist 
conformity. On the day tliese words left tiie printing press, 
its author was lodged in a Petersburg prison. After three 
months came the routine order of deportation for three years, 
this time to the Narym province in western Siberia. Exactly 
two months later Koba fled from Narym to reappear in 
Petersburg just in time to lead his party in the election to the 
fourth Duma. 

The campaign in the Labour curia proceeded through several 
stages: election of representatives in factories and workshops, 
election of electors, and finally the election of deputies. After 
the first stage the authorities annulled the results of the election 
in some of the biggest factories. Koba convened the Petersburg 
Executive of the Bolsheviks and moved it to proclaim a strike 
^ Ibid., pp. 248-9. 
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of protest- The Government retraced its steps. Throughout all 
the stages of the campaign, Bolsheviks and Mensheviks openly 
competed for the Labour vote. The assembly of the workers’ 
electors in the capital passed Koba’s ‘Instruction for the Labour 
Deputy V very much on the lines of the Instruction he had 
written at Baku during the previous election. The Labour 
deputy was required to publicize the workers’ claims (‘the un- 
curtailcd programme of 1905’), to act as the spokesman of 
revolution, and ‘not to indulge in the empty game of legislation 
in the Tsarist Duma’. Lenin, who inspired the campaign and 
watched it from Polish Cracow, was delighted with the blunt- 
ness of the Instruction and with Koba’s success. In the workers’ 
curia the Bolsheviks had the upper hand. Eventually thirteen 
Social Democrat deputies were elected, six Bolsheviks, and 
seven Mensheviks. But all the Bolshevik deputies were elected 
in the Labour curia^ whereas most Mensheviks came from 
middle-class constituencies. The working class, so Lenin in- 
ferred, supported Bolshevism in its first open contest with the 
moderate wing. In his articles in Pravda and his correspon- 
dence to the Social Democrat, Koba mildly curbed Lenin’s 
optimism, pointing out that, while the radical Bolshevik slogans 
appealed to the workers, the open split between the Socialist 
factions did not. 

Immediately after the election, in November 1912, Koba 
went for a few days to Cracow where the Central Committee 
met to take stock of the situation. Lenin vehemently pressed 
for an open split between the Bolshevik and Menshevik deputies 
in the Duma. He was confident that eventually the workers 
would see the justification for the split, but he was prepared to 
draw a clear dividing line between Bolshevism and Menshevism 
even if this were to prove un popular. On his return to Peters- 
burg, Koba blunted the edges of Lenin’s policy. The Bolshevik 
deputies themselves were not willing to expose an inner Social- 
ist cleavage before a Duma that was dominated by the extreme 
right. To his indignation, Lenin found that Pravda, too, shirked 
the split. He may have asked himself whether the Caucasian 
whom he had brought into the inner councils of his party was 
not now letting him down. In his biography of Stalin Trotsky 
described the incident as one of Koba’s vicious plots against 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. ii, pp. 250-2, 398-9. 
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his teacher.' Lenin hardly saw it in that light. He looked upon 
it as upon an awkward but only passing discord which he 
hoped to smooth over in the shrewd and tactful manner that 
was peculiarly his. He called a joint conference of the Central 
Committee and of the six Bolshevik deputies at Cracow, and 
prepared to overhaul the editorial board of Pravda in a way 
that would give no offence to Koba. 

By the end of December 1912 Koba left Russia for about six 
weeks — the longest stay abroad in his whole career.^ His doings 
in that brief time were of consequence for his future. The 
immediate differences were ironed out smoothly and left no ill 
feeling between master and disciple. Lenin managed to induce 
the six deputies to separate themselves from their Menshevik 
colleagues. He chided Pravda for its conciliatory tone and 
quietly dispatched to Petersburg a certain Jacob Sverdlov to 
take charge of the paper. Sverdlov (the future President of the 
Soviet Republic) overruled the editorial staff on the spot — 
among them was the young undergraduate Skr^^abin-Molotov 


* Lenin, Sochinenya^ vol x\'iii, pp. 3()8-4oi, A. K Badayev, Bolsheviki v Gomdar- 
sti’ennoi Dume^ pp. 194-21 1; L. Trotsky, Stalin^ pp. 143-9. An account of these 
events is contained in the reports of the omniscient Okhrana, published m the 
Kramyi Arkhiv^ no. i, 1939, pp. 77-80. From Sverdlov’s correspondence, inter- 
cepted by the Okhrana, it is clear that the Bolshe\ik ciidres wcie not favourably 
impressed by the way Stalin edited Pravda. 

^ Stalin described his journey to Cracow to A. S. Alliluyeva, his sistcr-in-law. 
He travelled without passport. In ‘the little town on the frontier between Russian 
and Austrian Poland, he knew nobody, but he made a casual acquaintance with 
a poor man living there; 

On the way the> talked. . . . He was a Pole, a cobbler. . . . They came to his 
home. The host bid him to rest and share a meal . . . Kind-hearted and dis- 
creet . . . , he only asked w^hethcr his guest had come from afar. 

“From afar”, Stalin answered and, looking at the shoemaker's tools and stool 
in the corner, he said: “My father, too, was a shoemaker, over there, at home, 
in Georgia.” 

“In Georgia?” the Pole repeated. “You arc a Georgian, then? Heard of 
your country, it’s nice there— mountains, vineyards. And Tsarist gendarmes 
just as in Poland. . . .” 

“Yes, just as in Poland”, said Stalin, “no schools in our own tongue, but 
plenty of gendarmes.” They looked at each other. “Gan I trust him ?” Stalin 
reflected. And having made up his mind, he said: “I must cross the frontier 
to-day.” 

I'he man asked no more questions. “All right,’* he said, “I will take you across, 
I know the way. . . .” At the frontier Stalin wanted to pay him . . . but the guide 
pushed away Stalin’s hand. “No”, he said firmly, “don’t. . . . VVe arc sons of 
oppressed nations and should help one another.” ’ A. S. Alliluyeva, Vospommanya, 
pp. 185-7. 
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— and put new wind into Pravda's sails. Lenin abundantly 
sweetened the pill for Koba by giving him a few important 
assignments in Cracow and Vienna. 

Undoubtedly at this stage Lenin wished to acquaint himself 
with his protege more closely. What was his mental make-up? 
How well was he grounded in Marxist doctrine? Which were 
his strong features and which his weaknesses? Lenin was a 
connoisseur of men and had a truly Socratic way of approach- 
ing them. At first he certainly questioned Koba on all sorts of 
things : the course of the election in Petersburg, the condition 
of the underground, the races and nationalities of the Caucasus, 
and so on. The examination, it may be guessed, was not over- 
pedantic. The examiner must have known the limitations of his 
disciple already. But he found the result satisfactory. The young 
man — Koba was now thirty-three — though no independent 
thinker, was open-minded, shrewd, and very well informed 
on things that mattered practically. He was, for instance, 
exceptionally well versed in the involved affairs of the Cauca- 
sian nationalities. Soon the talks between the two men centred 
on that point. Lenin had his ideas about the problem, while 
Koba, drawing on his experience, was able to give flesh and 
blood to his master’s schemes. In the course of one such dis- 
cussion Lenin suggested that Koba should write an essay on the 
subject for Prosveshchenye (Enlightenment), the party’s solid 
sociological journal. 

The suggestion was flattering, for hitherto Koba had not 
dared to enter the field of sophisticated theory. But the problem 
of nationalities was much wider than the racial tangle of his 
native Caucasus. Here in Cracow, the medieval capital of 
Poland, the city of kings and poets, it was impossible to over- 
look the national aspirations of the Poles. Almost at a stone’s 
throw from Lenin’s home, Pilsudski was then preparing the 
cadres of his Legion for an insurrection against Russia. ‘The 
Poles hate Russia,’ said Lenin, ‘and not without reason. We 
cannot ignore the strength of their nationalist feeling. Our 
revolution will have to treat them very gently and even allow 
them to break away from Russia if need be.’* Then there were 
the complex relations between the various races and nationali- 
ties of the Austro-Hungarian Empire: Magyars, Germans, 

* Stalin related this to General W. Sikorski in i94i« 
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Czechs, Soutllern Slavs. The Austrian Socialists had worked 
out a programme for those nationalities. It would certainly be 
worth while to compare the Bolshevik and the Austrian policies. 
Discreetly, without hurting his disciple’s amour proprey Lenin 
probably suggested to him the synopsis of the essay, its main 
argument and conclusions. The essay required a few weeks of 
work for which Vienna, the capital of the multi-national Empire 
of the Habsburgs, was the most suitable place. An emissary of 
the Central Committee had to go to Vienna anyhow to arrange 
certain technical matters, the printing of party resolutions and 
the party mail from Paris to Cracow, and so Koba might as 
well kill two birds with one stone. This was the origin of the 
essay The Problems of Nationalities and Social Democracy that 
appeared under the signature K. Stalin (the man of steel). 
Largely because of the reputation of being an expert on these 
matters that the essay brought him, its author was to become 
the Commissar of Nationalities in Lenin’s Government five 
years later. 

Meanwhile, after the deputies and the other members of the 
Central Committee departed, Koba stayed on in Cracow for 
a couple of weeks. Sitting at Lenin’s feet he must have reflected 
on his own jibes at the emigre’s ‘aloofness from Russian reality’. 
What sort of a man was Lenin, after all? The disciple could 
not fail to examine his master. Lenin did not seem to be aloof 
from reality at all. He had an amazingly sure grip of the facts 
and essentials of each situation at home. His insight into the 
workings of the underground overwhelmed the most home- 
bred and hard-bitten Bolshevik. His mastery of men was 
superb. He was now in his early forties — his judgement and 
will-power, steeped in experience, were perfectly integrated in 
a matured and well-balanced personality. As a chief of a revo- 
lutionary administration he had no rival at all among the 
brilliant men who led Russian socialism. This trait of Lenin’s 
certainly appealed to Koba-Stalin more strongly than any 
other. Why then did the man of action so often waste his energy 
on sectarian squabbles and doctrinaire hair-splitting? What 
made this genuine leader of the clandestine caucus indulge in 
such futile and bitter controversy as that between himself and 
the philosophers of Capri? 

Koba-Stalin, like nearly all practitioners of Bolshevism, was 

E* 
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sufficiently immersed in Marxist habits of thought to be aware 
of the political implications of a philosophical dispute. The 
Marxist outlook was emphatically monistic. In it science, 
philosophy, sociology, politics, and tactics were closely knit into 
a single system of ideas. Yet the interest of practitioners of 
Stalin’s type in matters of philosophy and theory was strictly 
limited. They accepted certain basic formulas of Marxist 
philosophy, handed down to them by the popularizers of the 
doctrine, as a matter of intellectual and political convenience. 
These formulas seemed to offer wonderful clues to the most com- 
plex problems -and nothing can be as reassuring to the half- 
educated as the possession of such clues. The semi-intelligentsia 
from whom socialism recruited some of its middle cadres en- 
joyed Marxism as a mental labour-saving device, easy to handle 
and fabulously effective. It was enough to press a knob here 
to make short work of one idea, and a knob there to dispose 
of another. The user of labour-saving gadgets rarely reflects 
upon the difficult research that preceded their invention. Nor 
does he reflect upon the disinterested and seemingly unpractical 
research that will one day make his gadget obsolete. The users 
of the intellectual gadgets of Marxism, perhaps not unnaturally, 
treated their possession in the same narrowly utilitarian fashion. 
Unlike many of his followers, Lenin was the critical student in 
the laboratory of thought. In the end he always turned his 
findings to some political use; and his findings never shook him 
in his Marxist convictions. But while he was engaged in 
research, he pursued it with an open and disinterested mind. 
When on occasion it seemed to him that he ought to fill an 
important gap in his knowledge, he did not hesitate to take a 
year off from practical politics, entrench himself in the British 
Museum or in the Bibliotheque Nationale and assimilate a 
wealth of new material before he spoke his mind on a debatable 
issue. In such moments the users of the Marxist gadgets, includ- 
ing Stalin, grew somewhat impatient with the scrupulous 
thinker. The scholar in Lenin was indifferent to their fretful- 
ness, the party boss was not. On the other hand, the disciples 
would contain their irritation at the theorist, because of their 
oundless confidence in the boss. Inevitably there was a mental 
barrier between Lenin and his disciple as they met in Cracow. 
By encouraging his junior colleague to tackle a major problem 
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of political theory Lenin tried to reduce that barrier. He was 
not only the thinker and the party boss. He was also the subtle 
and attentive teacher who appreciated the hard conditions that 
had moulded his pupil. Undeterred by his mental uncouthness, 
Lenin helped him to bring his best qualities into the open. 

In the second half of January 1913 Koba left for Vienna. 
He stayed there about a month, during v/hicli he wrote his work 
on the national minorities, a few articles and proclamations, 
and arranged for technical liaison between the various Bolshevik 
centres. He also met a few important exiles then in Vienna: 
Nikolai Bukharin, the future leader of the Communist Inter- 
national, Alexander Troyanovsky, the future Soviet Ambassa- 
dor to the United States, and — Leon Trotsky.* Bukharin, still 
in his early twenties, was already making his mark as a talented 
and scholarly writer. At this time he was working on his Critique 
of the Viennese economic school of marginal utility of which 
Professor Bohm-Bawerk had been the most outstanding repre- 
sentative. The young man must have acted as cicerone to 
the gruff Caucasian, who, with his very rudimentary German, 
would feel awkward in the Austrian capital. Bukharin may 
have helped him to look up the books and quotations he needed. 
Bukharin dissented from Lenin on crucial points of Marxist 
theory and politics, among others on nationalities. While Lenin 
advocated their right to self-determination and interpreted that 
right in the sense that Poles, Ukrainians, Letts, and so on were 
entitled to secede from the Russian Empire and constitute them- 
selves as independent nations, Bukharin disputed that view and 
saw in it a superfluous concession to Polish, Ukrainian, and 
other nationalisms. He believed that the revolution would cut 
across existing national divisions. Bukharin’s argument left no 
mark on Stalin’s essay, which was consistently Leninist. Never- 
theless, the two men seem to have parted in a friendly manner. 
Their meeting in Vienna was the prologue to their close political 
partnership ten years later, a partnership that was to end in 
Bukharin’s destruction by Stalin. 

Neither Trotsky nor Stalin has described their meeting in 
Vienna. Trotsky merely recalled the ‘glint of animosity’ in 
Stalin’s ‘yellow eyes’. There was nothing surprising in that 
‘animosity’. Several years before, in denouncing the Bolshevik 
* L. Trotsky, Stalin, p. 158 . 
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fighting squads, Trotsky had unknowingly trodden upon 
Stalin’s toes. The old grudge still rankled ; and a new one was 
added to it. Trotsky’s campaign against Lenin’s final break 
with the Mensheviks had just reached its peak. In his views on 
the tasks of the revolution Trotsky was neither Menshevik nor 
Bolshevik. He did not share the Menshevik leanings towards 
middle-class liberalism. Nor did he share Lenin’s view that the 
revolution would not be Socialist in character. In opposition 
to both, he preached proletarian dictatorship for Russia and 
forecast that the revolution would quickly pass from the anti- 
feudal to the anti-capitalist stage, or rather that the two stages 
would be intertwined in the actual course of events. But, as 
Russia was not ‘ripe for socialism’, its salvation would lie in a 
European upheaval. The Russian rev^olution would stimulate 
revedution in the rest of Europe, now ripe for Socialist trans- 
formation. This was, in a nutshell, his theory of ‘permanent 
revolution’, which in many respects placed him to the left of 
both iMeiisheviks and Bolsheviks. In the controversy inside the 
party, however, Trotsky stood between the two factions in so 
far as he preached the unity of all Socialists. His polemical 
thunder w'as now directed almost exclusively against Lenin, 
because it was Lenin who frankly discarded the idea of unity 
and deliberately split the party. Trotsky denounced the Prague 
conference as a ‘fraud and usurpation’. Yet it was precisely to 
that usurpation’ that Stalin owed his rise in the Bolshevik 
hierarchy. 

But it was not only in matters of principle that the future 
rivals were at cross-purposes. For the second time now Trotsky, 
without knowing it, was hitting hard at Koba’s personal stand- 
ing with the underground. As in a Greek tragedy there was 
a streak of fatalistic consistency in the circumstances and acci- 
dents that created the first elements of conflict long before the 
real drama began. Stalin was in charge of the Bolshevik Pravda 
in Petersburg. Trotsky fired his broadsides against Leninist 
disruption in his own Viennese Pravda. During the recent 
elections to the Duma Trotsky fed the newspaper of the Men- 
shevik liquidators’ in Petersburg with his articles. Summing up 
the results of the election shortly before his trip to Vienna, Stalin 
wrote in his Pravda: ‘The practice of the movement dispels 
Trotsky s childish plan for merging the unmergeable. . . . 
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From the propounder of a fantastic unity Trotsky has turned 
into a helpmeet of the liquidators. . . . Trotsky has done his 
utmost to see that wc should have two competing newspapers, 
two competing programmes, two rival conferences — and now 
that champion with faked muscles lias come to chant to us his 
song on unity. Similarly, in a letter to the Social Democrat, 
under which the signature Stalin appeared for the first time 
(i2 January 1913), he wrotc:^ Tt is said that Trotsky with his 
campaign for “unity” has brought a new current into the affairs 
of the liquidators. But this is not true. Regardless of all his 
“heroic” efforts and “terrible threats”, he has proved himself 
to be a common noisy champion with faked muscles, for after 
the five years of his “labours” he has not succeeded in uniting 
anybody except the liquidators.’ Five years later Trotsky 
would be hailed by the Bolsheviks as the leader of the revolu- 
tion second only to Lenin, the builder of the Red Army and 
the victor in the Civil War. But the sneer about the ‘noisy 
champion with faked muscles’ would still flash across Stalin’s 
mind. For all the coarseness of the phrase, its author clearly 
grasped Trotsky’s weakness — his ineptness at the tactical game 
and manoeuvre, at which Stalin was to prove himself a past 
master. Trotsky, on the other hand, must have watched with 
curiosity the unknown member of Lenin’s new Central Com- 
mittee. The imperious thinker and aesthete could hardly have 
been impressed by the uncouth man who spoke poor Russian 
with a pronounced Georgian accent and contributed no 
imaginative idea to a discussion. He certainly missed the 
shrewd, practical sense and the unbending spirit in his grey 
interlocutor. ‘With what dull and sluggish people Lenin is now 
keeping company’ — he may have murmured to himself. Shortly 
afterwards he wrote to Chkheidze, the leader of the Mensheviks 
in the Duma (the same who at Batum, in 1901, branded 
Koba as ‘madman’ and ‘disorganizer’) : ‘What a senseless 
obsession is the wretched squabbling systematically provoked 
by the master squabbler Lenin . . . that professional exploiter 
of the backwardness of the Russian labour movement. . . In 

‘ J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. ii, pp. 239-60. 

* Ibid., pp. 271-84. 

^ Quoted from N. Popov, Outline History^ vol. i, p. 289. Trotsky never denied 
the authenticity of the letter. 
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Trotsky’s eyes Stalin must have been a sample of that ‘back- 
wardness’. 

By the middle of February Stalin was already on his way 
home. He was in high spirits. His work on the national 
minorities met with Lenin’s enthusiastic appreciation. Almost 
certainly the ‘old man’ pruned the essay of the stylistic and 
logical incongruities with which the original must have bristled. 
But he could not help admiring the skill with which his 
disciple, surveying the mosaic of eastern European nationali- 
ties, marshalled a great mass of facts and crowned his analysis 
with a pithy and lucid statement of the Bolshevik programme. 
In a letter to Gorky* Lenin mentioned, with some pride in 
his protege, the work of the ‘wonderful Georgian’. The an- 
noyance over recent differences was forgotten; and Lenin was 
only too glad to see his disciple winning the spurs of a theorist. 
Koba had secretly nurtured that ambition for a long time. 
With no chance to satisfy it, he had sometimes gladly hid his 
frustration under the exaggerated posture of the narrow- 
minded man of action. Presently, he could do without that 
posture. His formal rank in the party was enhanced by intel- 
lectual distinction. 

A week after his return to Petersburg, on 23 February, his 
activity was interrupted by the political police. This time his 
arrest resulted in his banishment for a full four years. The 
circumstances of his disappearance were grotesque. He was 
betrayed to the Okhrana by his colleague on the Central Com- 
mittee, the Bolshevik deputy for Moscow, Malinovsky. The 
agent provocateur had reported every detail of the Cracow con- 
ference to the head of the secret police Beletsky who in his turn 
passed on the information to the Minister of Home Affairs, 
Makarov. The nets were spread for the returning members 
of the Central Committee. On the day of his arrest Stalin 
attended a harmless musical matinee organized by the Bolshe- 
viks but authorized by the police — one of the many lawful, 
educational activities through which the party kept in touch 
with its sympathizers. The unsuspecting Stalin asked Mali- 
novsky whether there was any risk in his attending. The agent 
provocateur plausibly reassured him and immediately told the 
Okhrana. Sensing danger, Stalin’s comrades tried to lead him 

* W. I. Lenin, Brief e an Maxim Gorkin p. 74. 
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out of the trap and dressed him in a woman’s coat to deceive 
the spies of the Okhrana. But the stratagem failed.* 

Lenin was distressed by the news but hoped to arrange for 
Stalin’s quick escape. The person asked to prepare it was — 
Malinovsky: for he was not only a member of the Central 
Committee, but belonged also to a small body in charge of 
eliminating agents provocateurs and organizing the important 
escapes. Lenin, Krupskaya, and Malinovsky jointly worked out 
elaborate codes of clandestine conduct, code names, &c. Thus 
Lenin called on ‘Number Three’ to bring out Vassil. But 
‘Number Three’ (Malinovsky) saw to it that the gendarmerie in 
the northern Siberian province of Turukhansk kept a closer 
watch on ‘Vassil’ (Stalin) and removed him farther and farther 
into the sub-polar tundra.^ Meanwhile Lenin was in despair, 
for all his important emissaries, among them Jacob Sverdlov, 
editor of Pravda, disappeared in a similar way. Yet he would 
permit no suspicion of Malinovsky, though the Mensheviks had 
repeatedly aired their distrust of him. Later, Malinovsky 
resigned his seat in the Duma because the new chief of the 
Okhrana was afraid of scandal. The Liberal Speaker of the 
Duma, Rodzianko, knew about the affair but kept it secret from 
the Duma. Even after Malinovsky’s resignation, Lenin refused 
to doubt his integrity and expelled him from his party merely 
on grounds of undisciplined behaviour. Only in 1917, when 
the archives of the Okhrana were opened, did the bizarre truth 
come to light. 3 

More than a year after his arrest, in March 1914, Stalin was 
shifted to the settlement of Kureika on the lower reaches of 
the Yenissey. About 10,000 Russian and native settlers were 
scattered there over a land of the size of Scotland. They lived 
in tiny hamlets, separated from one another by tens or hundreds 
of miles of ice-bound wilderness. The winter there lasted eight 
or even nine months and the summer was short, hot, and dry. 
In the summer the inhabitants, Ostyaks, lived in tents of rein- 
deer skin; for the winter they retired into half-huts and half- 
caves. The frozen soil yielded no food. The Ostyaks lived by 

* A. E. Badayev, op. cit., pp. 283-4. 

* Malinovsky’s role has been described by Badayev, op. cit., pp. 100-2; 
Krupskaya and Pyatnitsky in Prazhskaya Konferentsya RSDRPj pp. 173-88. Sec 
also T. M. Sverdlov {Sbornik, Vospominanya) ^ pp. 42-4. 

^ A. E. Badayev, op. cit., p. 285. 
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hunting and fishing and kept warm with furs and vodka. Only 
since the Five-Year Plans have their sources of livelihood had 
help from the petrol engine and from modern agricultural 
methods. In the years of Stalin’s banishment the land was a 
howling wilderness. 

The health of the exile who had grown up in the sub- 
tropical Caucasus stood the test. The solitude and inactivity 
were lightened by books and newspapers, which friends sent 
and which an erratic postman delivered once in a few months. 
At first the two ex-editors of Pravda, Stalin and Sverdlov, shared 
a room. Sverdlov thus described their common life: 

There are two of us here, for I share the room with the Georgian 
Djugashvili; he is a good chap, but too much of an individualist in 
daily life, while I cannot do without at least some appearance of 
order. That is why I am nervous at times. . . . What is worse, there 
is no getting away from the houseowner’s family. Our room is next 
to theirs and has no separate entrance. They have children and the 
kids naturally spend many hours v/ith us. Sometimes they are in 
the way. Apart from this, people from the settlement pop in. They 
come, sit down, keep silent for half an hour and then suddenly get 
up and say ‘ Well, I have got to go, good-bye ’. As soon as one man 
has gone, another one pops in and it is the same all over again. As 
if in spite, they come in the evening hours, the best time for reading. 

. . . There is no kerosene here; and we have to read by the light of 
candles. . . 

The two men apparently did not get along well. . . . Sverdlov 
was soon transferred to another settlement and Stalin remained 
alone, fishing, hunting, and reading for the remaining few 
years. At first the idea of an escape still occupied his mind, but 
it gradually faded as the watch on him grew closer, until the 
outbreak of the war put it out of his head for good — with martial 
law in Russia the exiles preferred to stay where they were. At 
first Stalin pursued his study of the national minorities, wrote 
a new essay on the topic, and dispatched it to Lenin through 
the inestimable Alliluyev who still lived in Petersburg.^ It was 
never published ; either it was lost on the way or it was not up 
to the standard of his previous work and did not please Lenin. 
For the rest of his stay at Kureika he wrote almost nothing. In 

* Quoted by L. Trotsky in Stalin, p. 171. See also A. S. Alliluyeva, op. cit., 
P* * A. S. Alliluyeva, op. cit., p. 118. 
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his Collected Works there is a gap between February 1913 and 
March 1917 which the publishers try to explain by the circum- 
stance that Stalin’s writings of that period ‘had not yet been 
recovered’.^ Since Stalin was freed from banishment by the 
revoludon and his writings could not have been destroyed by 
the Okhrana, the explanation does not sound plausible. It is 
more likely that while he was cut off from practical activity 
he did not take to the pen. He was the practitioner of the 
revolution, not its man of letters. 

It was in his solitude at Kureika that he learned about the 
outbreak of the First World War. The event was not a bolt 
from the blue, but it confounded Russian as well as European 
socialism. In previous years international Socialist congresses 
had addressed strong anti-militaristic appeals to the working 
classes of the world, but few of the leaders really believed in the 
imminence of war. In the two years before its outbreak Lenin, 
immersed in factional affairs, wrote scarcely anything which 
suggests his awareness of the danger. When the war did break out, 
he was taken aback by the behaviour of European socialism. 
On reading in Swiss newspapers that the parliamentarians of 
German socialism came out in support of the Kaiser’s war, 
he refused to believe his eyes and at first treated the report as 
a kite flown by the German General Staff to%ol the working 
class into acceptance.^ So great and simple had been his belief 
in the strength of Socialist internationalism. For a brief spell 
he was so downcast that he thought of leaving politics altogether. 
But then he recovered and decided to ‘wage war on war’. He 
was no pacifist. His answer to war was revolution. He pilloried 
the trusts, cartels, and banks as the real culprits, denounced the 
patriotic truce between the classes preached by most Socialists 
in the belligerent countries, and launched the slogan ‘turn the 
imperialist war into a civil war’. Undismayed by the charge 
that, by promoting revolution in his country, he might provoke 
its defeat, he frankly described himself as a revolutionary 
defeatist. The defeat of Tsardom, he argued, would be the 
least evil in any circumstances; and if it speeded up the revolu- 
tion, then all the better. After all, all the parties of the opposi- 
tion in Russia, including the middle-class Liberals, had taken 

’ J. Stalin, Sochinenya^ vol. ii, p. vi. 

* L. Trotsky, Mein Leben, pp. 226-7. 
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up a defeatist attitude only ten years before, during the Russo- 
Japanese war. He w^ent a step farther and refused to have any 
truck with Socialists who did not share his views. There could 
be no unity with those Labour leaders who had become vile 
purveyors of cannon fodder to the General Staffs of Europe. In 
his eyes they were traitors to socialism; and any association 
with them was treacherous. The Second (Socialist) Inter- 
national was dead — nothing was left but to begin again and 
to build the Third International from the foundations. 

As sometimes in the past so now Lenin ran far ahead of most 
of his disciples and followers. This is not to say that they, too, 
were carried away by war-time chauvinism. They remained 
true to their anti-militaristic conviction and opposed the war. 
But it seemed to them that Lenin had dangerously overstated 
his case. They were perplexed to see how emphatically he and 
Zinoviev stressed their defeatist views in their writings in 
Switzerland. About the same time Trotsky in Paris preached 
‘neither victory nor defeat’, but revolution; and many Bolshe- 
viks saw more common sense in that. They were also dumb- 
founded by Lenin’s call for a break with the whole Second 
International to which they had been accustomed to look as to 
the embodiment of all Socialist dreams and hopes. Between 
the Socialists that supported the war (the ‘social-patriots’ or 
the ‘defensists’) and those who opposed it there was a large 
body of floating Socialist opinion, which was dismayed by the 
deeds of the ‘social-patriots’ but reluctant to embark upon 
irrevocable schism. 

Most of the Bolshevik leaders inside Russia were afraid that 
if they strictly adhered to Lenin’s policies they would cut them- 
selves off from this wavering but bulky section. At the begin- 
ning of the war the Tsarist Government put the Bolshevik 
deputies into prison and charged them with treason. With 
them Kamenev, who since Stalin’s deportation inspired their 
policies and edited Pravda, took his place in the dock. The 
prosecution used Lenin’s defeatist declarations as evidence 
against the defendants. Kamenev and some of the deputies 
then dissociated themselves from Lenin, partly because they 
really objected to the latter’s defeatism and partly because 
they were anxious to parry the prosecution’s blows. The deputies 
and Kamenev were deported to Siberia to the settlements 
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in the Yenissey province. Their arrival gave rise to con- 
fused and angry debates among the exiled people. Lenin’s 
followers — the defeatists — reproached them with lack of politi- 
cal principle and undignified conduct before the court. The 
exiles used to travel hundreds of miles in dog- or reindeer- 
drawn sleighs to a meeting-point in one of the settlements, 
where the debates took place. Stalin, too, attended a few such 
meetings. What he said there and with whom he sided has 
remained unknown. His official biographers say that he was 
the chief spokesman of the revolutionary defeatists — the canons 
of Stalinist orthodoxy forbid admitting that their hero could 
on any occasion have dissented from Lenin. The anti-Stalinist 
biographers have been equally categorical in underlining the 
dissension. In all probability Stalin hedged, since this was what 
he was still doing in 1917, immediately after his return to 
Petersburg. 

At all events, he did not take the controversy much to heart. 
He was thousands of miles away from any scene of political 
action; and thrashing out principles for their own sake, with- 
out the faintest chance for their immediate application, was not 
his pet occupation. The more sanguine exiles or those who 
were more given to speculative thought were agitated, argued 
and wrote treatises and theses all through two or three long 
arctic winters. Stalin kept more and more aloof, until in the 
end he withdrew into hermit-like solitude. 


There is very little that can be said about Stalin’s private life, 
although he was now already in his middle thirties. He himself 
was later unwilling to shed any light upon it. Apart from this, 
the existence of a professional revolutionary left only the narrow- 
est margin for ‘private life’. In his youth he was married to 
Ekaterina Svanidze, the sister of one of his Socialist school- 
mates at the Tiflis Seminary, She died during the First Revolu- 
tion, leaving a son who was brought up by his grandparents in 
the Caucasus. Stalin was not to marry again until 1918. But 
he was already in close friendship with the family of Sergo 
Alliluyev, his future father-in-law; and the Alliluyevs often 
looked after him. It was they who sent him parcels of food, 
clothing, and books during his banishment. 
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In his lonely existence on the Yenissey there must have been 
some bitterness. The cause to which he^had devoted himself 
seemed to have been thwarted. As he looked back upon the 
many years of his labours in the underground, he could not 
derive much comfort from their results. His private life was 
empty and frustrated. He expressed some of his loneliness in 
a letter to Olga Evgeyevna Alliluyeva, his future mother-in- 
law. This, incidentally, is Stalin’s only private non-political 
letter we know. He thanked the Alliluyevs for their parcels and 
asked them to spend no more money on him, for they them- 
selves needed it. All he wanted was picture post-cards, because 
where he was, on the Yenissey, nature in its ‘dull ugliness’ 
offered nothing to the eye, except the frozen endlessness of the 
tundra. ‘In this accursed country ... I have been overcome 
by a silly longing to see some landscape, be it only on paper.’* 

* A. S. Alliluyeva, op. cit., pp. 117-18. 
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At the end of 1916 Tsardom was completely exhausted by the 
war. The flower of Russian manhood lay wasted in the mud 
of innumerable fronts; and now even the political deportees in 
Siberia were being called to the colours. In the last days of the 
year Djugashvili-Stalin left the settlement of Kureika for Kras- 
noyarsk to appear before a military medical commission. 
Because of the defect in his left arm which he had had from 
childhood, the future Generalissimo was found unfit for military 
service.* In February he was allowed to settle for the rest of 
his term in the vicinity of Krasnoyarsk; but these were already 
the last days of Tsardom. 

A week later Russia heard the death-knell of the old order. 
Strikes and demonstrations in the capital which began on the 
anniversary of the ‘bloody Sunday’ of 1905 culminated in a 
spontaneous uprising, in which the garrison went over to the 
side of the people. The revolution was there; it came from the 
people itself. But it had been stimulated and helped by a 
palace revolt, in which a part of the court camarilla, Liberal 
middle-class leaders, and British diplomacy joined hands against 


' A. S. Alliluyeva, Vospominar^a, p. .67. 
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the Tsar, in the hope that his overthrow would free Russian 
policy from the influence of the pro-German cliques at the 
Court and enable Russia to wage the war more vigorously. On 
2 March the Tsar abdicated in favour of his brother, Grand 
Duke Michael. A day later the Grand Duke resigned from the 
throne. The Tsar’s ministers were under arrest. The Liberal 
monarchist Prince Lvov formed a Provisional Government with 
the Liberal professor Miliukov as Foreign Minister and the left- 
ish ex-deputy Kerensky as Minister of Justice. The constitu- 
tional title-deeds of the Government were dubious : it was formed 
on the initiative of a few members of the last Duma, the dis- 
credited quasi-parliament which had, moreover, been disbanded 
by the Tsar. Even so, the Provisional Government began its 
existence amid popular enthusiasm. It was willingly supported 
by the Petersburg Council of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies 
(or Soviet) that sprang into existence a few days before the 
Tsar’s abdication. 

The members of the Soviet were elected in factories, work- 
shops, and later on also in the barracks of the regiments that 
were stationed in the capital. In a similar way, Soviets came 
into being in all the greater towns of Russia, and later in the 
country-side. Because of the mode of their election they did 
not represent the nobility and the numerically weak middle 
classes. They were ‘people’s parliaments’ par excellence^ from 
which the upper classes were by definition excluded. In the 
absence of any parliamentary institutions, they were the broad- 
est and the most representative bodies that Russia possessed in 
1917* Deputies to the Soviets were not elected for any fixed 
term the electorate had the right to replace them by other 
men at any time. The composition of the Soviets was therefore 
renewed through frequent by-elections, so that they became a 
very sensitive reflection of the changing popular mood. This 
was the source of their unrivalled moral authority. Apart from 
giving quasi-parliamentary representation to the lower classes, 
they were also the de facto executive power, for which the dis- 
credited normal administration was no match. The writ of the 
Soviet ran in factory, railway depot, post office, and regiment 
alike. From the first hours of its existence the Provisional 
Government was unable to carry out a single important 
decision unless it was endorsed by the leaders of the Petersburg 
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Soviet. Thus the Government was the virtual prisoner of the 
Soviet, though neither the Soviet nor the Government were as 
yet aware of this. The conflict, now latent, now open, between 
the two was to underlie the whole course of the revolution. 
Meanwhile, the people were still enjoying the honeymoon of 
the revolution: the conflicts which the future held were still 
hidden and, for the time, the prevailing mood was one of 
exhilaration. Liberty had been seized, even though this had 
happened amid the terrors of war. 

Groups of political prisoners and exiles returned from Siberia, 
greeted and feted all the way. From a Siberian town three 
returning exiles cabled their 'fraternal greetings’ to Lenin in 
Switzerland. They were Stalin, Kamenev, and the Bolshevik 
ex-deputy Muranov. Memories of past discord had faded; all 
three were anxious to greet their teacher in the first hours of 
freedom. On 12 March Stalin and his companions arrived in 
Petersburg, where they were welcomed as the senior leaders of 
the party on the spot — the emigre leaders had not yet come 
home. In Petersburg a temporary bureau of the Central Com- 
mittee had directed the Bolshevik organization during the 
February Revolution. It had been composed of three very 
young men: Vyacheslav Skryabin- Molotov, the contributor 
to Pravda before the war, Alexander Shlyapnikov, and Peter 
Zalutsky, two energetic and self-educated workmen. The trio 
had not enough political knowledge or experience to formu- 
late any clear policy that would fit the unforeseen circumstances 
of revolution. The party was in a state of confusion — Bolsheviks 
of the right and left were at loggerheads ; no group had leaders 
with enough authority to sway the whole party. The trio 
represented the Bolshevik left. It was discontented with the 
composition of Prince Lvov’s Government, where bourgeois 
liberalism had the upper hand, and with the moderate policy 
of the Soviet, in which the Mensheviks and the agrarian Social- 
ists or the Social Revolutionaries predominated. The trio 
viewed with hostility the Government’s avowed intention to 
go on with the war ‘till a victorious conclusion’ and the patriotic 
attitude or the ‘defensism’ of the Mensheviks.* Pravda^ edited 

* A. Shlyapnikov, Semnadtsatyi Gody vol. ii, pp. 170-88. See also Molotov’s 
account (Lenin i Partya za Vremya Fevralskoi Revolutsii) in U Velikoi Mogilyy 
PP- 533-4. 
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by Molotov, called for the immediate overthrow of Prince Lvov 
and the transfer of all power to the Soviets. A right wing of 
the Bolsheviks, led by Voytinsky, preached support for Prince 
Lvov, ‘defensism’, and the reunion of Bolsheviks and Menshe- 
viks in one party. With Kamenev’s return the right groups 
were strongly reinforced. Stalin, cautiously feeling his way, 
kept at an equal distance from the opposed groups and tried 
to bridge the gap between them. 

On the ground of his formal seniority as a member of the 
Central Committee of 1912, he ‘deposed’ the Petersburg trio 
and, together with Kamenev, took over the editorship oiPravda.^ 
For about three weeks, until Lenin’s return from Switzerland 
on 3 April, he exercised the actual leadership of the party. His 
middle-of-the-road attitude made him more or less acceptable 
to both its wings. His name meant nothing to the mass of 
workers, but neither did the names of most leaders of tlie 
underground, who had been compelled to hide in anonymity. 
Even their anonymity was a personal and political asset — it 
suggested a record of devoted and unselfish service. W^hen, a 
few days after his return, he appeared at a session of the Execu- 
tive of the Petersburg Soviet as one of the Bolshevik representa- 
tives on that body, he was greeted as an old acquaintance only 
by a few Georgian Mensheviks who, like Chkheidze, were now 
very prominent in the capital. To the rest he was an unknown 
soldier of the revolution. 

The change in the Bolshevik leadership did not pass un- 
noticed. In the Soviet as well as in Pravda the Bolsheviks struck 
a more conciliatory tone. Kamenev was the chief exponent of 
moderation. Stalin’s articles were a good many degrees more 
to the left than Kamenev’s, but they were not quite as radical 
as Molotov’s. Two days after his return he published a short 
essay on the role of the Soviets.^ The Soviets embodied the 
alliance of two classes, workers and peasants, which — in keep- 
ing with the old Bolshevik conception — ^he regarded as the 
guarantee of the final victory of the revolution. But the 
links between the two classes were not yet sufficiently solid. The 
task was to ‘strengthen the Soviets ... to link them under the 
guidance of a Central Soviet ... as an organ of Government 
by the revolutionary people’. Here he clearly anticipated what 

* A. Shlyapnikov, op. cit., pp. 1 75-88. * J. Stalin, Sochintnya, vol. iii, pp. 1-3. 
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was to become the Bolshevik watchword after Lenin’s return to 
Russia: ‘All Power to the Soviets’. This seemed to imply stiff 
opposition to the Government of Prince Lvov. But Stalin was 
satisfied with stating his positive principle, and refrained from 
drawing its negative implication. He put the programme of 
the revolution in a nutshell : ‘Land for the peasants, protection 
of labour for the workers, and the democratic republic for all 
citizens of Russia’. In other words, the revolution was still to 
be anti-feudal, but not anti-capitalist; it was to be ‘bourgeois 
democratic’, not Socialist. 

His next article ‘On the War’ similarly combined radicalism 
in the general principle with vagueness in practical conclusions.* 
The war was imperialist in character; and it remained so even 
after the overthrow of Tsardom: ‘We are deeply convinced that 
the course of events in Russia will demonstrate the falsity of the 
cries about “liberty in danger”. The patriotic smoke-screen 
will fade away and the people will clearly see the genuine urge 
of the Russian imperialists towards the Straits . . . towards 
Persia.’ This was a leaf from Lenin’s book. But — ‘the bare 
slogan “dow'n with the war” is altogether unsuitable ... it leads 
practically nowhere’. With some reservations, Stalin wel- 
comed the semi-pacifist and semi-defensist Manifesto of the 
Petersburg Soviet to the Peoples of the World, but he doubted 
whether its appeal would at all reach the workers of the 
belligerent countries. Workers, peasants, and soldiers must 
press the Provisional Government to state its willingness to 
start peace negotiations at once. This sounded almost like a 
demand for separate peace with Germany. But in the next 
sentence the writer urged the Provisional Government ‘to come 
out openly and in the hearing of everybody with an attempt to 
persuade all belligerent powers to start immediate peace nego- 
tiations. . . On balance, the argument was heavily weighted 
on the ‘anti-imperialist’ side, but it implied that the defensists, 
Menshevik or even Liberal, acted in good faith, an implication 
that Lenin would soon laugh to scorn. 

A few days later Stalin commented on a statement of the 
Foreign Minister Miliukov about Russia’s war aims: ‘The 
readers of Pravda know that those war aims are imperialist: the 
conquest of Constantinople, the acquisition of Armenia, the 

* Ibid., pp. 4-8. 
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dismemberment of Austria and Turkey, the acquisition of 
northern Persia. ... It turns out that Russian soldiers are shed- 
ding their blood on the battlefields not to “defend their father- 
land”, nor for “liberty”, as the venal bourgeois press assures 
us, but for the conquest of foreign lands. . . .’ The leftish 
Minister of Justice Kerensky had declared that Miliukov had 
expressed his private views and not those of the Government. 
‘Either — or’, remarked Stalin, ‘either Kerensky did not speak 
the truth, or else Miliukov must go.’ (It could hardly have 
occurred to the writer that nearly thirty years latei he himself 
would rehash some of Miliukov’s war aims and that Miliukov 
himself would then, from his death-bed in his Parisian exile, 
generously applaud his former critic.) 

A note of acute disquiet over the prospects of the revolution 
crept into one of Stalin’s articles written barely a week after his 
return from Siberia. By now he had grasped with clarity the 
latent conflict between the Soviets and the Provisional Govern- 
ment. The revolution was based primarily on the capital, on 
the Petersburg Soviet. The Provisional Government drew its 
strength from the provinces. The dualism of power could not last 
long. The Provisional Government represented the moderate 
bourgeoisie that was frightened out of its wits by the ‘excesses’ 
of the revolution even before the revolution had got into its 
stride. Such a Government might become the shield for a 
feudal-bourgeois counter-revolution. The revolution must rally 
the provinces. The workers must be armed as Red Guards. 
The Army ‘stands between revolution and counter-revolution’ ; 
but in an emergency the Soviets could not rely upon it because 
it was constantly shifted from place to place and in a state of 
dislocation. Finally, the revolution needed the sanction of a 
Constituent Assembly which would undoubtedly be more 
radical than the Provisional Government. 

At the end of March an All-Russian conference of Bolsheviks, 
the first to take place since the Tsar’s abdication, met in Peters- 
burg, in a luxurious palace that had been requisitioned from 
the Tsar’s mistress and court danseuse Kshesinskaya and trans- 
formed into the Bolshevik headquarters. The conference was 
characterized by an uneasy muddle and malaise.* The dele- 

' The official account of this conference was published by Trotsky in The Stalin 
School of Falsifications pp. 231 -301. 
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gates tried to deduce a policy from the Bolshevik scheme of 
revolution, as it had been preached by Lenin before the war. 
Yet history seemed to have played havoc with that scheme. The 
actual events could not be fitted into it. It had been assumed 
that the revolution would be democratic but not Socialist and 
that it would result in a democratic republic of workers and 
peasants but not in a proletarian dictatorship. Everybody still 
stuck to that assumption. So much so that, when a delegate 
half-jokingly questioned that axiom, he was deprived of the 
platform by the chairman. It had further been assumed that 
the Liberal middle class would back Tsardom through thick 
and thin, that the working class would lead in the democratic 
upheaval, and that the Provisional Revolutionary Government 
would be a coalition of the parties of workers and peasants in 
which the revolutionary Marxists would play first fiddle. In- 
stead, the Liberal sections of the nobility and the middle class 
deserted the Tsar and stood at the helm of the Republic. The 
Menshevik conception seemed to have been more realistic. 
What was to be the role of the proletarian Socialists? Were 
they to remain in opposition to the Liberal Government and 
guard the interests of the industrial working class, as the 
Mensheviks had suggested ever since 1905? But history was 
playing tricks on the Menshevik scheme, too, for the Menshe- 
viks were heading towards a coalition with the middle-class 
Liberals. The moderate Bolsheviks wanted their party to give 
qualified support to the administration of Prince Lvov. 

To the more radical groups, steeped in the party’s spirit of 
plebeian extremism, this sounded too incongruous to believe. 
They argued that the anti-feudal revolution had not yet really 
won, that, though the Tsar had gone, the landed aristocracy 
still lorded it over rural Russia; that Prince Lvov would not 
expropriate his own class in favour of the peasantry; and that 
only the working class, the Soviets, could sponsor the agrarian 
revolution. In this scheme of things, however, the industrial 
workers were to carry the main burden of the revolution, while 
the peasants were to be the main beneficiaries. The worker 
would hardly find much inspiration in a policy that expected 
him to be merely the peasants’ political keeper. The logic of 
the situation demanded that the workers’ stake in the upheaval 
should be as clear or as high as the peasants’ ; that socialization 
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of industry should be linked with the breaking up of the land- 
lords’ estates; that the revolution should be anti-capitalist as 
well as anti-feudal. But this would have meant throwing over- 
board the old axiom that Russia could not start a Socialist 
revolution. None of Lenin’s disciples had the courage to carry 
out so drastic a revision in matters of doctrine. They continued 
to argue themselves into the impasse of a strictly anti-feudal 
revolution, in which the moderate Bolsheviks saw no use for 
radicalism and the radicals found insufficient scope for their 
revolutionary dan. 

For about a week Stalin presided over the wrangle with 
cautious and helpless cleverness. As the chief spokesman of the 
rump Central Committee, he was less concerned with solving 
the basic dilemma than with providing the formula that would 
veil it, shelve a solution, and so forestall an incipient split in the 
party. Referring to ‘the two Governments’, the administration 
of Prince Lvov and the Soviet, he stated : 

There is and there ought to be friction and struggle between them. 
The roles have been divided. The Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ 
Deputies has in fact taken the initiative in effecting revolutionary 
transformation. The Soviet is the revolutionary leader of the people 
in insurrection, an organ of control over the Provisional Govern- 
ment. On the other hand, the Provisional Government has assumed 
the role of the fortifier of the conquests of the revolutionary people. 
The Soviet mobilizes the forces and exercises control, while the 
Provisional Government, balking and muddling, assumes the role 
of the fortifier of the people’s conquests. . . . Such a situation has its 
advantages as well as disadvantages. It would not be to our ad- 
vantage at present to force events and thus antagonize all the sooner 
those bourgeois layers who will inevitably desert us in the future. 
It is necessary for us to gain time by putting a brake on the splitting 
away of those layers so that we may prepare ourselves for the 
struggle against the Provisional Government. . . .* 

He shifted the emphasis of his argument according to the 
changing pressures, now proposing qualified support for the 
Government and now denying it any backing, or evasively 
suggesting that what mattered was not whether or not the 
Government should be supported but whether the Government 
would support the revolutionary initiative of the Soviet. 

‘ L. T rotsky, The Stalin School of Falstficatton^ pp. 237-8 
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A new three-cornered fight arose over the proposal for uni- 
fication with the Mensheviks. One group favoured unification 
without any strings attached to it. On behalf of the radicals 
Molotov spoke against it and argued that unity was possible 
only between those who accepted a clear-cut anti-war pro- 
gramme. Stalin urged that negotiations on unity be started at 
once on the basis of adherence to ‘the principles of Zimmerwald 
and KientaP, principles, that is, established by international 
Socialist conferences that took place in two Swiss towns, which 
Lenin regarded as lacking in revolutionary spirit. Stalin waived 
Molotov’s objections: ‘There is no use running ahead and 
anticipating disagreements. No party life is possible without 
disagreements. We will live down minor divergencies of views 
within the Party.’* But he reassured the left by saying that the 
negotiations would be tentative and that their results would not 
be binding on the party. The negotiations, in fact, began right 
away and were interrupted only after Lenin’s return. 

As soon as Lenin returned, Stalin withdrew to the wings or 
behind the scenes. The few weeks of his leadership had been 
just enough for him to show his hand. He was of the party and 
in it, but not ahead of it. He shunned the extreme groups and 
stuck to the middle trend, even though that meant marking 
time and shilly-shallying. He led because he followed the pre- 
vailing mood and expressed it in a grey patchwork of formulas. 
He did not try to mould it into any new shape. Such leader- 
ship can keep any normal party, working within an established 
order, afloat; but it was not the type of leadership under which 
Bolshevism would have become the parent of a new revolution. 

On 3 April, after his famous journey ‘in the sealed train’ ^ 

' L. Trotsky, The Stalin School of Falsification, p. 275. 

^ Lenin arranged for that journey through the medium of well-known French, 
Swiss, Swedish, and German Socialists. The only obligation which he took 
vis-d~vis the German Government was to do his best to ensure that a group of Ger- 
man civilians were allowed out of Russia, as a quid pro quo. The German Govern- 
ment, aware of his opposition to the war, certainly hoped to benefit from his 
propaganda inside Russia. l.enin had his scruples before he decided to avail him- 
self of the facilities to travel through Germany. The scruples gave way to his main 
preoccupation, which was to find himself as quickly as possible at the centre of the 
revolution. He would rather have gone to Russia via England, but the British 
Government refused him transit. On his arrival nobody reproached him for the 
journey. The leaders of the moderate parties welcomed him as one of the old and 
proven leaders. A few weeks later Martov and other Mensheviks followed his 
example and journeyed home by the same route, without ever meeting with any 
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across Germany, Lenin returned to Petersburg, where he was 
welcomed by crowds of workers, sailors, and soldiers. From the 
railway station he drove triumphantly in a convoy of armoured 
cars through the streets of the capital.* He could hardly contain 
his boredom at the many garrulous, good-natured speeches of 
welcome to which he was subjected. He was burning with im- 
patience to meet his comrades and followers. His mind and 
will-power were strung up for the coup which he had to carry 
out in his own party before his party would be capable of 
carrying out a new revolution in the country. He had hardly 
recovered from the unexpected welcome when he dotted down 
in a hasty telegraphic style ten Theses. These — his confession 
of faith, his new scheme for revolution, his new charter of 
Bolshevism — he presented to the Bolshevik conference the day 
after his arrival. 

His followers were about to meet the Mensheviks at a 
unity conference, when Lenin hit them over the head with his 
Theses.^ He prefaced their presentation by an indignant fling 
at the political idyll he had found on the spot. On his way to 
Russia, he said, he expected to be taken straight from the rail- 
way station to the fortress of Peter and Paul, the dreaded prison 
for political offenders. Instead, he was greeted by the enemies 
and traitors of socialism. Something had gone wrong. ‘Defen- 
sism’ was victorious in Russia as elsewhere. The bourgeoisie and 
the Mensheviks were deceiving the proletariat. ‘What is 
peculiar in Russia is the gigantically swift transition from savage 
violence to the most delicate deceit’, by which the masses were 
led to believe in the righteousness of their rulers’ war-aims. The 
Bolsheviks must have no truck with defensists and semi- 
defensists. Their task was to establish proletarian dictatorship. 
In February the working class had virtually all the power in its 
hands, but not knowing what to do with it it simply ceded it to 
the bourgeoisie, ‘Even our Bolsheviks show confidence in the 
Government. That can only be explained by intoxication 

reproach^ or criticism. Only later on, when Lenin’s influence began to grow, 
was the sealed train played up by some of his opponents into a sinister compact 
between the German General Staflf and the Bolsheviks. N. Sukhanov, ^apiski 0 
Revolutsiij vol. iii, pp. 10-13. Lenin, ‘How wc arrived*, Collected Works y vol. xx, 
book I, pp. 9*“3* L^ninskii Sbomiky vol. ii, pp. 376-406, 410-12, 448-'i7. 

» N. Sukhanov, op. cit., vol. iii, pp. 26-7 > :>/ 

‘ Lenin, Collected Worksy vol. xx, book i, pp. 95-1 1 1. 



1 19^7 *39 

incidental to revolution. That is the death of socialism. You, 
comrades, have confidence in the Government. If that is your 
attitude, our ways part. I prefer to remain in the minority.’ 
One revolutionary like the German anti-militarist Karl 
Liebknecht was better than a whole pack of Mensheviks, social- 
patriots, and defensists. 'If you are in sympathy with Lieb- 
knecht and extend even a fint^er to the “defensists”, this will be 
a betrayal of international socialism.’ 

Careful to refrain from personal taunts, preferring to let his 
misguided disciples quietly retrace their steps, Lenin, neverthe- 
less, flayed Pravda without pity: "Pravda demanded of the 
Government that it renounce annexations. To demand of the 
Government of the capitalists that it renounce annexations was 
nonsense . . . flagrant mockery ... a fog of deception. ... It 
is high time to admit the mistake. . . . Have done with greetings 
and resolutions! It’s time to get down to business.’ The 
revolutionary phrases of the Mensheviks were mere ‘flattery of 
the revolutionary people’. He was not advocating any imme- 
diate seizure of power, because the Bolsheviks were still in a 
minority in the Soviets. As long as they were not a majority, 
they should patiently explain their policy to the masses tliat 
still trusted the Mensheviks, until they persuaded the majority 
of the working people of the need for a new revolution. Mean- 
while they had to tell the people that what they strove for was 
‘not a parliamentary republic . . . but a republic of Soviets . . . 
abolition of the police, of the [standing] army and of official- 
dom’. The peasants want land ‘. . . they will not ask your per- 
mission ... we shall take the land and the landlord will never 
be able to take it back’. But tliis was not all. The revolution 
had entered the Socialist phase. All the banks ought to be 
merged into a single national bank, controlled by the Soviets. 
Industry could not be socialized immediately, but production 
and distribution must be placed under workers’ control. It was 
high time to change the antiquated programme of the party, 
and even its name: ‘. . . I propose that . . . we call it the Com- 
munist Party . . . the majority of the official Social Democrats 
have betrayed socialism. . . . Are you afraid to go back on your 
old memories? But to change our linen, we have got to take off 
the dirty shirt and put on a clean one.’ His last thesis fore- 
shadowed the foundation of the new, the Third International. 
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He wound up with a warning that if his comrades were not 
ready to follow him, he would not falter. ... He would rather 
remain alone, like Liebknecht in Germany, and fight against 
them in tlie sure knowledge that the future was his. 

A non-Bolshevik writer, who by chance was present at the 
conference, described later the impact of Lenin’s words: ‘I shall 
never forget that thunderlike speech, startling and amazing not 
only to me, a heretic accidentally present there, but also to the 
faithful, all of them. I assert that nobody there had expected 
anything of the kind. It seemed as if all the elements and the 
spirit of universal destruction had risen from their lairs, knowing 
neither barriers nor doubts, nor personal difficulties nor per- 
sonal considerations, to hover through the banquet chambers 
of Kshesinskaya, above the heads of the bewitched disciples.’^ 

In the next few days Lenin continued his tour de force, Kame- 
nev, Kalinin, and others held out against him his own formulas 
and schemes, his own categorical statements that Russia was 
not ripe for proletarian dictatorship and socialism. He retorted 
with bitter invective against ‘the old Bolsheviks who more than 
once played a sad role in the history of our Party’, because they 
conservatively stuck to old formulas tliey had learned by heart, 
instead of reviewing them critically in the light of new ex- 
perience. He admitted that Russia, considered in isolation 
from the rest of Europe, was not ripe for a Socialist order. But 
Europe as a whole was; and Russia was called upon to make 
the beginning in a European Socialist revolution. This was 
Trotskyism not Leninism, grumbled the Leninists, once again 
referring back to old disputes. After a few days of intense 
argumentation, Lenin carried the bulk of the party with him. 
One group of Bolsheviks, the extreme right, left the party 
altogether, snubbing tlieir former leader as an anarchist plotter, 
a new Bakunin. The radical groups, however, for whom 
Molotov and Shlyapnikov had acted as ineffective mouthpieces, 
were very receptive. They found in Lenin’s Theses a systematic 
rationalization of their own mood. The framework of the purely 
democratic revolution, from which they themselves had been 
too timid to break out because it had had the sanction of the 
party doctrine, but which, they dimly felt, unduly constricted 
their revolutionary ambition, was now broken open by the 

* N. Sukhanov, op. cit., veil, iii, pp. 26-7. 
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author of the doctrine himself. Lenin’s coup was so astonishingly 
effective because it answered a psychological need in his own 
party. It gave boldness and a sense of direction to groping and 
befogged men. To his opponents the change seemed so wild 
and abrupt that this alone condemned it, in their eyes, to 
futility. Kamenev, Kalinin, and others stuck to their guns, 
hinted that Lenin’s prolonged absence from Russia had made 
him lose touch with Russian reality and hoped that the party 
would sooner or later recover from its infatuation with the new 
Leninism and steer back to milder and less adventurous policies. 
Throughout the year of the revolution, and especially on 
the eve of the October rising, the tug-of-war between the nev/ 
and the old Leninism would still strain the unity of the leaders; 
and the controversy was to break out anew after Lenin’s death 
in the fight over his succession. But from April on, Bolshevism 
was geared for the steep and dangerous climb to a second 
revolution. 

The hail of Lenin’s argument and invective drove Stalin into 
protective silence. This was not the first time his cautious mind 
demurred at a hazardous stroke of his master. Yet he could 
not suspect Lenin of light-mindedness or quixotry — he knew 
him too well already. Though it was not always easy 
for him to follow the flights of his master’s bold political 
imagination, he had developed an implicit faith in Lenin’s 
realism. The thing cannot be sheer fantasy if Lenin stands for 
it, he must have said to himself. He swallowed Lenin’s taunts 
at Pravda, though it must have been humiliating for him to be 
given such a rap over the knuckles just after he had played the 
leader of the party. He was not too badly exposed to Lenin’s 
criticism, however, once he had decided not to parry it. After 
all, he had not been one of the open ‘conciliators’ like Kamenev. 
He had oscillated between conciliators and radicals carefully 
enough to be able to accept Lenin’s Theses without much loss 
of face. His shilly-shallying had reflected his own embarrass- 
ment; and it was now a relief to be freed from it. Nor was Lenin 
bent on making those who led the party in his absence lose face 
once they had given up the fight. Stalin remained the editor of 
Pravda\ and Lenin helped him adjust himself. Barely ten days 
after Lenin came out with his Theses, Stalin hastened to 
demonstrate, in Pravda, his solidarity with Lenin. 



142 STALIN: A POLITICAL BIOGRAPHV 

His signed editorial ‘Land for the Peasants’ was a rebuttal of 
the things which he himself had just advocated.* The Minister 
of Agriculture, Shingarev, had forbidden the peasants to till 
the estates of landlords who, frightened by the spirit oi jacquerie 
in the country-side, had fled to the towns and forsaken their 
property. The Minister urged the peasants to wait patiently 
until the Constituent Assembly initiated a land-reform. ‘Since 
the date for the convocation of the Assembly remains unknown,’ 
commented Stalin, ‘since the Provisional Government is delay- 
ing it ... so the land is actually to remain untilled, the landlords 
are to retain their estates, the peasants are to go without land 
and Russia — workers, peasants and soldiers — without enough 
bread.’ He called on the peasants to take justice into their own 
hands, to ‘form peasant committees and till the land in an 
organized fashion, without waiting for any permission’, without 
paying heed to reactionary ministers, ‘who put spokes into the 
wheels of revolution’. A few days before, he had argued that 
the Bolsheviks ought not yet to force events because that would 
antagonize bourgeois progressives. Now he branded the same 
view as ‘reactionary utopia’. ‘The victorious march of the 
Russian Revolution will sweep them [the bourgeois progressives] 
aside like useless rubbish agreeable and pleasing only to the 
enemies of revolution.’ A few days before he had doubted 
whether workers in western Europe would lend their ears to any 
propaganda against the war. Now he maintained firmly (in 
the May Day proclamation which he wrote on behalf of the 
Central Committee)^ that ‘under the thunder of the Russian 
Revolution the workers in the West, too, rise from their slumber. 

. . . The ground is burning under the feet of the capitalist 
robbers — the Red banner of the International is rising again 
over Europe.’ Gone were the hopes for unity with the moderate 
Socialists, for the latter were now ‘tired of the Revolution’. 
Those who try to halt in a Revolution will inevitably lag 
behind; and he who lags behind will receive no mercy — the 
Revolution will throw him into the camp of the counter- 
revolution.’ 

By the end of April another national conference of Bolsheviks 
elected a new Central Committee of nine members, among 
them Lenin, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Stalin, Sverdlov. This was 

‘ J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. iii, pp. 34-6. * Ibid., pp. 37-8. 
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the first time Stalin was confirmed in leadership by a large vote 
in a direct, open election. To the cadres of the party he was 
now a familiar figure, although to outsiders he was still a name 
only. At the conference he was the rapporteur on the problem of 
nationalities.* The Provisional Government had just come into 
conflict with the Finns who were breaking away from Russia. 
Tt is unthinkable’, said Stalin, ‘that we should acquiesce in the 
forcible keeping of any nation within the framework of any 
state.’ If we did that, ‘we ourselves would be the continuers of 
Tsarist policy’. He, the Georgian, did not want the separation 
of the Caucasus from Russia; but should the Caucasian peoples 
desire it, nobody had the right to hold them back. When the 
Pole Felix Dzerzhinsky, the future founder of the Bolshevik 
political police, objected that the separatist aspirations of the 
various nationalities were reactionary, Stalin retorted: ‘But is 
not the fight of the Irish against the English revolutionary?’ 
The issue, so he argued, was very big indeed, for it involved the 
fate of all the colonial peoples. To support the national aspira- 
tions of those peoples was ‘to cast a bridge between East and 
West’, and to secure a vast Asiatic backing for the Socialist 
Revolution in Europe. The editor of Pravda was confirming his 
reputation as the party’s foremost expert on these matters. 

Meanwhile, the tide of Bolshevism began to rise. The 133 
delegates at the national conference represented about 76,000 
members.^ (In the days of the February revolution the member- 
ship of the party amounted to 30,000 at the most.) This was 
still a ‘handful’ that would have weighed little in the scales of 
any normal parliamentary election. But it was not in such 
scales that the weight of social and political influences was 
measured in the year of revolution. The ‘handful’ of Bolsheviks 
consisted of well-organized and disciplined ‘key-men’ operating 
from decisive vantage points in industry and transport, in the 
army and in the Soviets. Most of them were shop-stewards and 
delegates of factories and regiments wielding a steadily growing 
influence over the mass of workers and soldiers. They were the 
‘activists’, the ‘revolutionary vanguard’, behind which there 
moved into battle a genuine political levee en masse. In each 
Soviet the Bolsheviks acted as a compact body; and as in the 
successive by-elections their numbers increased, their actual 
' Ibid., pp. 4^57. * N. Popov, Outline History^ vol. i, p. 364. 
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weight grew out of proportion to their numbers. Somebody 
had to look after that vast mass of agitators, shop-stewards, and 
members of the Soviets. Somebody had to keep in touch with 
them from day to day, convey to them the decisions of the 
Central Committee and instruct them how to vote in the 
Soviets and behave vis-d-vis the other parties. This arduous job 
was carried out by Stalin and Sverdlov. The chaos in transport 
and the circumstance that Petersburg was the focus of revolution 
made it impossible for members of the Central Committee 
regularly to canvass the provincial branches of the party. 
Every now and then delegates would come to the capital to 
attend the national conferences of the Soviets, meetings of army 
committees, and trade unions’ or peasants’ rallies. The two 
chief organizers of the Central Committee would use such 
opportunities to instruct and muster the delegates either at the 
Kshesinskaya palace, the party’s headquarters, or at the Tauride 
Palace, the original seat of the Petersburg Soviet. While Lenin, 
Zinoviev, or Kamenev took the platform and engaged in battles 
of words and resolutions, Stalin and Sverdlov acted as the 
indefatigable and invisible conductors of the Bolshevik groups 
in the assemblies, making the rank and file behave and vote in 
unison with the leaders. The tenacious and skilful organizer 
to whom Lenin had assigned so crucial a role in his scheme of the 
revolution now had to prove himself, not within the narrow 
confines of an underground but in the middle of an open and 
swelling popular movement. Yet, by its nature, his role re- 
mained as anonymous and modest as it had been. Not for him 
the popularity and fame which the revolution was generously and 
rapidly bestowing upon its great tribunes and master-orators. 

In those days Bolshevism acquired a new tribune in Leon 
Trotsky, who by his courage, political elan, and oratorical 
brilliance soon outshone the gifted leaders who day after day 
spoke to the country from the platform of the Petersburg Soviet. 
Trotsky returned to Russia straight from a Canadian intern- 
ment camp, a month after Lenin. He was anxious to close his 
long controversy with the founder of Bolshevism and to join 
hands with him.* The war had in part changed his outlook. 
He gave up his long-cherished ambition to unite Bolsheviks and 

* N. Sukhanov, op. cit., vol. iv, pp. 185-94; L. Trotsky, History of the Russian 
Revolution, vol. ii, pp. 313-14. 
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Mensheviks. He had hoped that under the impact of revolution 
the Mensheviks would swing to the left and the Bolsheviks rid 
themselves of what he regarded as their characteristic sectarian 
narrowness. He now saw that under that impact the Men- 
sheviks had swung to the right and become ‘defensists’. On the 
other hand, the Bolsheviks seemed to him to have become more 
open-minded since they had emerged from the underground. 
He was willing to admit that in the controversy over the nature 
of the revolutionary party, its structure and discipline, not he 
but Lenin had proved right. He consoled himself with the 
thought that in his April Theses, the founder of Bolshevism had 
adopted the view, expounded by Trotsky long before, that the 
Russian revolution must aim at proletarian dictatorship — not 
for nothing did old Bolsheviks raise their eyebrows over Lenin’s 
unexpected ‘Trotskyist deviation’. 

In Petersburg Trotsky led a small group of very gifted and 
influential Socialists known as the Mezhrayontsy (The Inter- 
Borough Organization), which joined the Bolshevik party in 
July. To that group belonged men like Lunacharsky, the future 
Commissar of Education, Pokrovsky, the great historian, 
Ryazanov, the biographer of Marx, and tlie future diplomats 
Manuilsky, Yoffc, Karakhan, Yureniev, and others. Even 
before their formal adherence, Trotsky and some of his col- 
leagues acted in agreement with Lenin and often spoke on 
behalf of the Bolsheviks in and outside the Soviet. A whole 
Pleiad of great and ardent tribunes of revolution, such as 
Europe had not seen since the days of Dan ton, Robespierre, 
and Saint-Just, came forward into the limelight — while Stalin 
c ontinued to do his job in the twilight of the coulisse. 

During May and June the revolutionary fever in Petersburg 
continually mounted. Municipal elections in the capital ex- 
posed the weakness of Miliukov’s Constitutional Democrats 
(Cadets), the party that predominated in the Government. 
Half the vote went to the moderate Socialists, leaving the two 
extreme parties. Cadets and Bolsheviks, as influential minorities. 
The predominantly Cadet Government gave way to a coalition 
of Cadets, Mensheviks, and Social Revolutionaries. But the 
new Government as it tried to ride the storm showed few signs 
of real strength. The Bolsheviks were becoming the masters in 
the working-class suburbs of Petersburg. From the army came 
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the ever louder clamour for peace, while Russia’s western allies 
were pressing the Russian Supreme Command to start an all- 
out offensive against the Germans. The Bolsheviks met the new 
coalition with grim hostility; but in opposing it they displayed 
a tactical imagination and subtlety which could not fail to 
yield massive and quick rewards. They did not simply shout 
down the whole Government, for they knew that the working 
class was still favourably impressed by the fact that Socialist 
parties were now in office, for the first time in Russian history. 
But the working classes were also suspicious of the middle-class 
Cadets, the senior partners in the coalition. Lenin therefore 
pressed the moderate Socialists to break up the coalition and 
form a Government of their own, based on the Soviets. In the 
Red suburbs of the capital hosts of Bolshevik agitators raised 
two plain slogans: ‘Down with the Ten Capitalist Ministers!’ 
and ‘All Power to the Soviets!’ The first slogan stirred the 
widespread suspicion of the Cadets common to the Menshevik 
and Bolshevik rank and file. The demand that all power be 
transferred to the Soviets was equivalent to the demand that the 
moderate Socialists should take power alone, since they wielded 
a majority in the Soviets; and so that slogan, too, had its appeal 
to the ordinary Menshevik worker. Throughout May and 
June, legions of Menshevik workers were converted to Bol- 
shevism. On 18 June half a million workers and soldiers 
marched in the streets of the capital in a procession which was 
nominally called by the Menshevik leaders of the Soviets. The 
vast mass of demonstrators carried placards and banners with 
almost exclusively Bolshevik slogans. The first All-Russian 
Congress of Soviets was just then in session; and the delegates 
from the provinces, among whom the Bolsheviks were still a 
minority of one-sixth, could not help being impressed by this 
demonstration of Bolshevik influence in the capital.* 

At the Congress of the Soviets there occurred a significant 
incident. When one of the Socialist ministers was apologetically 
explaining the need for a broadly based government and arguing 
that no party could cope single-handed with the disintegration 
and chaos engendered by the war, Lenin, from the floor, 
interrupted the speaker with a curt statement that his party was 

* L. Trotsky, History of the Russian Revolution, vol. i, pp. 446-68; N. Sukhanov, 
op. cit., vol. iv, pp. 282-375. 
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ready to assume the whole power.* Lenin’s words were received 
with loud, derisive laughter; but the mass processions in the 
streets of the capital imparted to them a deadly earnestness. 

In fact, the Bolsheviks were not yet ready to take power. 
They continued to regard the Soviets as the legitimate source 
of revolutionary authority; and, as long as his party was in 
a minority in the Soviets, Lenin ruled out any attempt on 
its part at seizing power. But he had to work hard to keep 
on a leash the impatient, semi-anarchist groups of workers, 
soldiers, and sailors who fretted at his prudent tactics. He saw 
that his scheme of action was imperilled by the uneven rhythm 
and impetus of the revolution. While his policies were still too 
extreme for the provincial working class, a large section of the 
garrison and the proletariat in the capital was already beginning 
to suspect the Bolsheviks, too, of excessive moderation or of 
insufficient revolutionary pluck. In Pravda Stalin was com- 
pelled to warn the Red suburbs against the anarchist and semi- 
anarchist agitators who urged the workers to ‘come out* 
prematurely. In the next few months Bolshevism uneasily 
balanced between the hazards of delaying the revolution and 
the risks of premature action. 

The hazards and risks were increased by the fact that the 
counter-revolution, too, was preparing for a show-down. 
Monarchist generals, leagues of patriotic officers, associations 
of ex-service men and the Cadet middle class, all took notice of 
the meaning of the June demonstration and made up their 
minds to throw back the mounting tide of Bolshevism by a 
violent coup. The moderate Socialist leaders were intimidated 
and vaguely played with the idea that such a show-down would 
rid them of their rivals on the left, against whom they them- 
selves were more and more helpless. Lenin and his colleagues 
were determined not to allow themselves to be driven into 
premature insurrection. They were fairly confident that, basing 
themselves on the proletarian masses of the capital alone, they 
could seize power immediately; but they were equally con- 
vinced that they could not hold it against the opposition of the 
rest of the country.^ They were also aware that every major 

' N. Sukhanov, op. cit., vol. iv, p. 232. 

* L. Trotsky, History of the Russian Revolution^ vol. ii, pp. 73 ” 95 ; J- Stalin, Sochi- 
nenyoy vol. iii, p. 122. 
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demonstration in the streets of Petersburg was now more likely 
than not to degenerate into street fighting. The workers were 
armed. Soldiers were reluctant to march in any demonstration 
without their rifles. Each unarmed procession offered a shoot- 
ing target to the bands of the counter-revolution. The Central 
Committee of the Bolshevik party therefore banned all demon- 
strations. It was, however, unable to enforce the ban — the 
revolutionary temper in the suburbs and barracks had grown 
beyond its control. This was the background to the grave crisis 
of the ‘July days’, in which Stalin played a curious role, and 
which ended in a severe though temporary setback for 
Bolshevism. 

A vivid and apparently truthful account of the events was 
given by Stalin himself in a report to the sixth Congress of the 
party which met a couple of weeks after the July days’. ^ On 
3 July, in the afternoon, a delegation from one of the regiments 
burst into the city conference of the party and declared that 
their regiment and others had decided to ‘come out’ that same 
evening, that they had already sent messengers to other regi- 
ments and factories calling everybody to join in the revolt. 
Volodarsky, the leader of the Petersburg Committee, sternly 
reminded the soldiers that the party expected them, as its mem- 
bers, to observe the ban on demonstrations. The Central 
Committee, the Petersburg Committee, and the Bolshevik 
Military Organization then met, once again confirmed the ban, 
and sent agitators to the factories and barracks to enforce it 
there. At the same time the Central Committee delegated 
Stalin to inform the Executive of the Soviets, which was con- 
trolled by the Mensheviks, about the new development. Two 
hours after these events had begun to unfold, Stalin was carry- 
ing out his mission. But the avalanche was already on the 
move. Towards evening, crowds of workers and a number 
of regiments, fully armed and flying their colours, assembled 
in front of the offices of the Petersburg Committee of the 
party. Bolshevik speakers urged the crowd to disperse 
peacefully, but they were interrupted by hoots and catcalls. 
The raging elements of revolution struck over their heads. 
They then proposed that the demonstrators march towards 
the Tauride Palace, the seat of the Soviet, and submit 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya^ vol. iii, pp. 156-68. 
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their demands to the Soviet Executive. To the tune of the 
Marseillaise the procession moved on. All through the night 
the crowd virtually besieged the Tauride Palace, waiting in 
vain for an answer to their main demand that the Soviet 
leaders disown the Provisional Government and themselves 
assume power. 

Mensheviks and Social Revolutionaries were biding their 
time, meanwhile, in the expectation that they would soon be 
rescued by ‘loyal’ government troops. So far the meetings and 
processions were peaceful, but with every hour the excitement 
was boiling up to an explosion. The Minister of Agriculture, 
Chernov, was recognized by the crowd and ‘placed under 
arrest’ by a group of thugs — only thanks to Trotsky’s presence 
of mind and his courageous intervention was the Minister, him- 
self an old revolutionaiy, saved from violence and released.* 
Long after midnight, from the balcony of the Tauride Palace, 
Zinoviev tirelessly argued in his high-pitched voice with the 
crowd, trying to achieve the impossible : to persuade the multi- 
tude to go home and yet not to damp its revolutionary temper 
but, on the contrary, to keep it hot. The Bolshevik Central 
Committee was in permanent session, struggling with the awk- 
ward dilemma. In the end it decided that the party should take 
part in the demonstration in order to lead and direct it into 
peaceful channels. The risk was that they would not succeed 
in doing so; that a battle would not be avoided; and that it 
might end in a major defeat that would swing the scales in 
favour of the counter-revolution. Defeat in such a show-down 
was the more probable as the Bolsheviks pulled their punches 
all the time. The other course of action open to them was to 
dissociate themselves from the demonstrators and let events run 
their own way. The party of the revolution, however, could not 
show such equanimity. The masses, left to themselves, to their 
own passion and impatience, were sure to walk into the trap 
of civil war. They would never have forgiven the Bolsheviks 
what would have amounted to a desertion at a time of crisis. 
The Bolsheviks could not afford to discredit themselves in the 
eyes of those very people on whose confidence and support their 
ultimate victory depended. 

* N. Sukhanov, op. cit., vol. iv, pp. 422-7; L. Trotsky, History of the Russian 
Revolution^ vol. ii, pp. 51-2. 
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In the next few days the demonstrations, growing in size and 
turbulence, led to sporadic clashes and bloodshed. But the worst 
fears of the Bolsheviks did not materialize — the clashes did not 
lead to regular civil war. The whole movement spent its 
impetus and petered out. Almost simultaneously a counter- 
movement was gathering momentum. To the relief of the 
upper and middle classes armed groups of the right wing 
came into action. The Bolshevik headquarters and the offices 
of Pravda were wrecked. In the middle of all this turbulence 
came the news of the collapse of the Russian offensive on the 
front. The Bolsheviks were blamed; and a cry of vengeance 
went up. Agitators of the right branded Lenin and his followers 
as German spies. A popular newspaper published faked 
documents purporting to prove the charge. Government 
troops were engaged in punitive expeditions in the Red 
suburbs. 

Throughout the ‘July days’ Stalin, on behalf of the Central 
Committee, parleyed with the Executive of the Soviets and did 
his best to bring unwieldy elements under control. At the outset 
he brought the Bolshevik decision against the demonstration to 
the knowledge of the Executive, only to learn later on that the 
decision had been reversed. He then presumably had to report 
the change to the Soviet leaders and explain its reasons. In the 
ruling circles of the Soviets, Stalin’s good faith was apparently 
taken for granted, for later on when the Government issued 
writs for the arrest of most Bolshevik leaders, he, though a 
member of the Central Committee, was not molested. It also 
fell to him to carry out the final act in the winding up of this 
semi-insurrection, the surrender by the rebels of the powerful 
Peter and Paul fortress. Accompanied by a Menshevik member 
of the Soviet Executive, Stalin went to the fortress, which was 
situated on an island opposite the Bolshevik headquarters, just 
at the moment when those headquarters were being occupied 
by government troops. The garrison of the fortress consisted of 
fiery Kronstadt sailors, the machine-gunners who had initiated 
the revolt, and civilian Red Guards, all refusing to surrender 
and preparing for a long and bloody siege. It is easy to imagine 
how difhcult and delicate was Stalin’s mission. He was helped 
by official assurances that the rebels would not be penalized; 
but they still persistently refused to surrender. In the end Stalin 
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shrewdly persuaded them to capitulate to the Executive of the 
Soviets, which sounded more honourable than a surrender to the 
Government. A blood-bath was avoided.* 

The Bolshevik setback was superficial, as events would prove.' 
Immediately after the ‘July days’, however, the setback was exag- 
gerated by all parties. Most Bolshevik leaders, including Lenin, 
thought themselves more thoroughly defeated than they actually 
were.^ The baiting of Bolsheviks grew. Lenin and Zinoviev 
were indicted as spies in German pay. The moderate Socialists 
knew the accusation was false, but their grudge against the 
Bolsheviks was strong enough to prevent them from defending 
Lenin and his colleagues against it. Many of them suspected 
Lenin of having made a serious attempt, in the ‘July days’, to 
seize power. 

The Central Committee now discussed whether Lenin and 
Zinoviev should hand themselves over to the authorities or 
whether they should go into hiding. Lenin and Zinoviev were 
hesitant: they feared that to avoid trial would confirm, in the 
eyes of uninformed opinion, the charges levelled against them. 
This was at first also the view of Lunacharsky and Kamenev. 
Stalin, on the contrary, advised them to go into hiding. It would 
be folly, he said, to trust the justice of the Provisional Govern- 
ment. An anti-Bolshevik hysteria was being so unscrupulously 
whipped up that any young officer or ensign escorting the 
‘German spies’ into prison, or from prison to court, would think 
it an act of patriotic heroism to assassinate them on the way. 
Lenin still hesitated to follow Stalin’s advice. Stalin then 
approached the Executive of the Soviets and told them that 
Lenin was prepared to face trial if the Executive guaranteed 
his life and personal safety from lawless violence. As the Men- 
sheviks and Social Revolutionaries refused to shoulder any such 
responsibility, Lenin and Zinoviev finally made up their minds 
to go into hiding. 

On 8 July Lenin disappeared, no doubt remembering the 
example of Robespierre who, shortly before his rise to power, 
was similarly hunted and found refuge with a Jacobin carpenter. 
Lenin’s ‘carpenter’ was the workman Alliluyev, Stalin’s old 

' J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. iii, pp. 111-12, 161. 

^ Lenin, Sochinenya, 3rcl edition, vol. xxi, p. 26; G. Zinoviev, Sochinfnya, vol. xv, 
P- 41 : Sye^d RSDRP, pp. 113-15. 
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friend. In his house Lenin lived for a few days.^ On ii July 
Stalin and Alliluyev escorted Lenin through the darkening 
streets of the city to the Maritime Station where Lenin left to 
hide first in the villages near the capital and then in Finland. 
From now on until the October Revolution he remained under- 
ground, inspiring the strategy, if not the tactics, of his party 
through the pamphlets, articles, and letters which he showered 
on the Central Committee. Together with Lenin departed 
Zinoviev. A few days later Kamenev was imprisoned. So were 
Trotsky — after he had openly declared his solidarity with Lenin 
— Lunacharsky, and others. The great leaders and tribunes 
were dispersed. At that critical moment Stalin once again 
stepped to the fore to lead the party. His relative anonymity 
stood him in good stead; for his name did not arouse the anger 
and the hatred inspired by the others. 

Soon after Lenin’s departure he published under his full 
signature (‘K. Stalin, member of the Central Committee’, &c.) 
an appeal ‘Close the ranks’, addressed to the defeated but not 
routed party. ^ He repeated that in the July days’ the hands of 
the Bolsheviks were forced by events, that the counter-revolution 
had gone over to the attack, and that the ‘conciliators’ burdened 
themselves with a heavy responsibility. The offensive of the 
counter-revolution was not yet over — ‘from the attack on the 
Bolsheviks they are now passing to an attack on all Soviet 
parties and the Soviets themselves’. He forecast a new political 
crisis: ‘Be ready for the coming battles. . . . Our first warning 
is : do not lend yourselves to counter-revolutionary provocation, 
arm yourselves with endurance and self-control, save forces. . . . 
Our second warning is: draw closer around our party . . . 
encourage the weak, rally those who lag behind.’ He repeated 
the same instructions to the city conference of the Bolsheviks, 
which had begun before the July days’ and was now half- 
secretly resumed. The conference adopted a manifesto written 
by Stalin in a style that was a peculiar mixture of the revolu- 
tionary and the oriental, sacerdotal idiom: 

Those gentlemen evidently hope to confound our ranks, to sow 

N. Krupskaya, Mermrus of Lenitiy p. 272; S. A. Alliluyeva, Vospominanya, pp. 

Alliluyeva describes Stalin acting as Lenin’s barber. He shaved off Lenin's 
beard and moustache to make him unrecognizable. 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. iii, pp. 104-7. 
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doubt and confusion amid us and to make us distrust our leaders. 
The wretches ! They do not know that never have the names of our 
leaders [i.e. the names of Lenin, Trotsky, Zinoviev, Kamenev] been 
as dear and near to the working class as they are now when the 
impudent bourgeois rabble is slinging mud at them. The venal 
traitors! They do not even guess that the heavier the slander of 
bourgeois hirelings the deeper the love of the workers for their 
leaders. . . . The shameful stigma of slanderers . . . take that stigma 
from the hands of 32 thousand organized workers of Petersburg and 
carry it to your grave. . . . And you, gentlemen capitalists and land- 
lords, bankers and profiteers, priests and agents of the counter- 
espionage . . . you are celebrating your victory too early. You have 
taken too early to burying the great Russian Revolution. The 
Revolution is alive, and will yet let you feel it. Messieurs the grave- 
diggers.' 

The Bolsheviks, indeed, quickly recovered from the blow. 
By the end of July they were able to hold half-secretly a national 
Congress at which 240,000 members, three times as many as in 
April, were represented. Stalin and Bukharin were the chief 
spokesmen for the Central Committee. A high light of the Con- 
gress was a debate between Stalin, Bukharin, and Preobra- 
zhensky on the character of the approaching revolution. In part 
the debate was an echo of the controversy over Lenin’s April 
Theses ; in part it was an anticipatory flash of a more dramatic 
controversy in years to come. Stalin tabled a motion to the 
effect that the victorious Russian Revolution would direct its 
power ‘in alliance w^ith the revolutionary proletariat of the ad- 
vanced countries towards peace and the Socialist reconstruction 
of society’.^ Preobrazhensky, a young Marxist economist, 
tabled an amendment saying that the revolutionary govern- 
ment should ‘direct its power towards peace and — if proletarian 
revolution materializes in the west — towards socialism’. In 
both versions the ‘alliance’ between the Russian revolution and 
the western European proletariat was taken for granted. In 
Preobrazhensky’s view, however, Russia could not embark 
upon Socialist construction unless western Europe, too, was 
revolutionized. Failing this, the revolution could only achieve 
peace (and presumably the consolidation of the democratic 
order). Bukharin defined the objectives of the revolution in 
much the same way. Stalin saw no reason why Russia could 

‘ J. Stalin, Sochirunyaj vol. iii, pp. 141-2. ^ Ibid., pp. 186-7. 
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not start building socialism, regardless of whether there was a 

revolution in the west or not: 

‘You cannot rule out the possibility’, so he argued against Preo- 
brazhensky, ‘that precisely Russia will be the country that paves the 
way to Socialism. . . . The base of the revolution is broader in 
Russia than in western Europe, where the proletariat stands alone 
against the bourgeoisie. With us the working class is supported by 
the poor peasantry. ... In Germany the apparatus of state power 
works with incomparably greater efficiency. . . . We ought to dis- 
card the obsolete idea that only Europe can show us the way. There 
exists a dogmatic Marxism and a creative one. I am opting for the 
latter.’* 

Paradoxically enough, at that stage, Stalin’s view appeared 
to be identical with Trotsky’s; for Trotsky, too, argued that 
Russia would begin the Socialist revolution before Europe. 
Stalin did not yet expound the idea of Socialism in one country, 
the view that Ru.ssia by herself, in isolation from the rest of the 
world, could build to the end the edifice of socialism. Only 
seven or eight years later would he formulate that view jointly 
with Bukharin and against Trotsky. But already now there was 
a stronger emphasis in his words on Russia’s peculiar Socialist 
mission than either in Trotsky’s or in Lenin’s. In Trotsky’s and 
Lenin’s writings of those days that emphasis could also be found 
but it was offset by their equally categorical insistence on the 
ultimate dependence of the fate of socialism in Russia on prole- 
tarian revolution in the west. Russia could and would begin 
the building of socialism before the other more advanced coun- 
tries, but she could not carry it far all by herself — argued Lenin 
and Trotsky. Stalin tended to repeat the first half of the thesis 
but not the second. His words did in fact breathe an implicit, 
only half-conscious faith in Russia’s revolutionary self- 
sufficiency. In July and August 1917 nobody was aware of these 
meaningful hints at future schism. 

There is a touch of irony in the circumstance that at a Con- 
gress run by Stalin, Trotsky’s group formally merged with the 
Bolshevik party and that the still-imprisoned Trotsky was 
elected to its new Central Committee. The other members were 
Lenin, Stalin, Kamenev, Zinoviev, Sverdlov, Rykov, Bukharin, 
Nogin, Uritsky, Miliutin, Kollontai, Artem, Krestinsky, 
* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. iii, p. 187. 



I 91 7 *55 

Dzerzhinsky, Yoffe, Sokolnikov, Smilga, Bubnov, Muralov, 
Shaumian, Berzin. The Congress paid its homage to the perse- 
cuted leaders by electing Lenin, Trotsky, Zinoviev, Lunachar- 
sky, Kamenev, and Kollontai to the ‘honorary presidium’. 

Meanwhile, the man who directed the party in the absence 
of the great ones produced no great ideas. There was no sweep 
of original thought in his speech. His words were dry and lacked 
fire. But he had the confidence of a man who had in the middle 
of battle stepped wittingly into a breach. His steadfastness and 
reliability were enough to quell any incipient panic in the ranks. 
While he was making his report to the Congress news was 
received of punitive expeditions against the Bolsheviks in 
various towns, including Tsaritsyn (the future Stalingrad) and 
of virtual martial law in various parts of the country. The 
Congress did not stir. Like the Koba of the old Baku days, 
during the ebb of the First Revolution, the Stalin of these was 
still able calmly to weather the storm. 

After the Congress, when the imprisoned leaders, first 
Kamenev and then Trotsky, Lunacharsky, and others were 
gradually released, Stalin again withdrew into the twilight of 
the coulisse. 

At the end of August the capital was alarmed by the revolt 
of General Kornilov, the Commander-in -Chief, against the 
Provisional Government, a revolt that confirmed the persistent 
Bolshevik warnings of an imminent counter-revolution. The 
origin of the coup was obscure. The Prime Minister Kerensky 
had contemplated a final show-down with the Bolsheviks and 
had asked General Kornilov to send reliable forces to the capital. 
The General was not content with the plan to suppress Bol- 
shevism — he wanted to rid the country of the Soviets, the 
moderate Socialists, and Kerensky himself as well. Inflated 
with self-confidence and the sense of his own mission as ‘saviour 
of society’, he made no bones about his intentions, withdrew 
allegiance from the Government, and, having surrendered Riga 
to the Germans, ordered his troops to march on Petersburg. 

The Government, the Soviets, the Menshevik and Social 
Revolutionary Committees and Executives were now in a panic. 
They were not in a position to defeat Kornilov’s coup without 
help from the Bolsheviks, without arming the workers who 
followed Lenin, without reviving the Soviets and calling back 
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to life the Red Guards suppressed in the ‘July days’. Kerensky 
himself asked the Bolsheviks to induce the sailors of Kronstadt, 
who had been so active in the July mutiny, to ‘protect the 
revolution’. Keeping their own grievances and resentments 
under control, the Bolsheviks responded to the appeal and 
fought ‘in the first ranks’ against Kornilov. The counter- 
revolution overreached itself and drove all Socialist factions to 
form a ‘united front’, which spelt its doom. The Bolsheviks, on 
the other hand, were careful not to commit a similar mistake. 
When the sailors of Kronstadt visited Trotsky in his prison and 
asked him wlicther they should not ‘deal’ with Kornilov and 
Kerensky at one stroke, Trotsky advised them to tackle their 
adversaries one by one. After a few days the Kornilov coup 
collapsed. 

The abortive counter-revolution gave Bolshevism the impetus 
it needed for the last lap on its road to power. The Bolsheviks 
emerged from the crisis with the halo of the most determined, 
if not the only, defenders of the revolution. When, after the 
suppression of Kornilov’s revolt, Lenin openly called upon the 
Mensheviks and Social Revolutionaries to break up their 
partnership with the Cadets, Kornilov’s accomplices, to take 
the reins of government into their own hands, and to base it 
exclusively on the Soviets, promising that if his advice was 
followed the Bolsheviks would play the role of a legal, constitu- 
tional opposition within the framework of the Soviets; and when 
the Mensheviks and Social Revolutionaries rejected that advice, 
they irretrievably discredited themselves in the eyes of the 
working classes.* The popularity of the Bolsheviks grew in the 
army together with their ever louder clamour for peace and for 
land for the peasants. The simple and incisive style of the 
Bolshevik agitation in those days can be exemplified by Stalin’s 
unsigned editorial in Rabochyi (of 31 August) — and Stalin’s 
writings were really the small change of Bolshevik propaganda: 

The counter-revolution of landlords and capitalists has been 
broken, but not destroyed. 

The Kornilovite generals have been beaten. But the triumph of 
the revolution has not been secured. 

Why? 

* L. Trotsky, History of the Russian Revolution^ vol. ii, pp. 322-3; Lenin, Sochinenya, 
vol. xxi, pp. 132-6. 
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Because the conciliators parley with our enemies, instead of ruth- 
lessly fighting them. 

Because the defensists make deals with the landlords and capital- 
ists, instead of breaking with them. 

Because the Government invites them into the ministries, instead 
of outlawing them. 

In the south of Russia General Kaledin raises a revolt against the 
Revolution. Yet they have appointed his friend, General Alexeyev, 
to be the Chief of the General Staff. 

In the capital of Russia Miliukov’s party has openly backed the 
counter-revolution — yet its representatives, the Maklakovs and 
Kishkins, are invited to join the ministry. 

It is time to put an end to this crime against the Revolution. 

It is time to state firmly and irrevocably that one fights enemies and 
does not seek agreement with them. 

Against the landlords and capitalists, against the generals and 
hankers, ybr the interests of Russia’s peoples, /er peace, /or freedom, 
for land — this is our watchword. 

To break with i\i^.bourgeotsie the landlords — such is the first task. 

To form a government of workers and peasants — such is the 
second task.* 

A few days after the arrest of General Kornilov, an important 
event occurred in the Petersburg Soviet. As a result of recent 
by-elections, the Bolsheviks became the majority party. Similar 
shifts occurred in the Soviets of Moscow and other towns. 
Soon Trotsky, released on bail, was elected President of the 
Petersburg So^ iet, the post he had held in 1905. Under his 
guidance the Soviet demanded from the Central Executive, 
still dominated by the moderate Socialists, that the second All- 
Russian Congress of Soviets should be called and all power 
transferred to it. Logically, this resolution was the prelude to 
insurrection. As long as Mensheviks and Social Revolutionaries 
were in a majority, the Bolshevik clamour ‘all power to the 
Soviets’ could have no immediate practical consequences. What 
that slogan meant was that the Soviet majority, Mensheviks 
and Social Revolutionaries, should take full power. It was up 
to that majority to follow or not to follow that course of action. 
But presently ‘all power to the Soviets’ implied power for the 
Bolsheviks, the new majority party. And what — the question 
inevitably arose — if the Provisional Government refused to 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. iii, pp. 266-7. 
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yield to that demand and efface itself in favour of the Soviets? 
Then, the Soviets would be under the political obligation to 
assert their claims against the Provisional Government, to 
overthrow it, and to put an end to the existing dualism of power. 
This could be achieved only through insurrection. 

By the middle of September Lenin had reached this con- 
clusion and decided to urge the Central Committee to prepare 
for an uprising.* As he was unable to attend its sessions in 
person, he communicated- with his colleagues through a series of 
letters, which (together with fragmentary records of the Central 
Committee) offer a unique insight into the preliminaries of the 
insurrection and more especially into the dramatic controversy 
among the Bolshevik leaders which preceded it. The letters 
were delivered by messenger to the house of Sergo Alliluyev, 
where Lenin had hidden after the ‘July days’ and into which 
Stalin had moved soon after his departure. It was Stalin’s 
function to maintain liaison between Lenin and the Central 
Committee. On 15 September he brought with him to the 
session of the Committee two memoranda by Lenin : ‘The Bol- 
sheviks must take Power’ and ‘Marxism and Insurrection’.^ 
‘To treat the insurrection in a Marxist manner’, Lenin wrote, 
‘that is like an art, we must without waiting a minute orga- 
nize a staff of the insurgent detachments, distribute forces, 
move reliable regiments to the most important points, surround 
the Alexandrinsky Theatre [where the so-called Democratic 
Assembly was just sitting], seize the Peter and Paul Fortress, arrest 
the General Staff and Government . . . seize the telegraph and 
telephone exchanges, locate our insurrectionist staff at the 
central telephone exchange, connect it by phone with all 
factories, regiments, outposts, &c.’^ 

This first scheme of the rising had very little in common with 
its eventual course. Lenin was not concerned with the political 
setting for the rising, or the authority with whose sanction it 
would be proclaimed. He was too far from the scene of action to 
work out any operative plan. In the light of the actual rising 
his first sketch looks like a somewhat naive essay in adventure. 

' Lenin, Sochinenyoy vol. xxi, pp. 193-4. 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya^ vol. iii, p. 421 ; L. Trotsky, History of the Russian Revolution^ 
vol. iii, pp. 125-66; Lenin, Sochinenya, vol. xxi, pp. 193-9. 

^ Lenin, ibid., vol. xxi, p. 199. 
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It was received with shrugging of shoulders by Trotsky, Stalin, 
and the other members of the Committee. Lenin himself treated 
it only as a tentative suggestion. His intention was to impress 
his colleagues with the urgency of the matter, to warn them 
against amateurish calculations on a spontaneous ‘people’s 
rising’, to remind them that insurrection must be treated like 
an art and so to stir them to immediate action. The Central 
Committee was divided. Trotsky agreed with Lenin’s emphasis 
on urgency, but mooted a plan of his own more artfully thought 
out both in its political and in its military aspects. He opposed 
the idea that the party alone should shoulder the responsibility 
for the uprising and wanted to associate the Soviets with it, be- 
cause the moral authority of the ‘workers’ parliament’ stood un- 
doubtedly higher in the eyes of the workers than that of the 
party. This political and psychological consideration dictated 
the timing of the rising. The All-Russian Congress of the Soviets 
was to meet in the capital in the latter part of October; and so 
the rising was to coincide with the Congress. 

Strategically, Trotsky was in agreement with Lenin; tacti- 
cally, he was opposed to him. Kamenev and Zinoviev were 
opposed to him on the strategic principle itself. When Lenin’s 
first letters on insurrection were read out at the session of 
1 5 September Kamenev was so afraid that the party would com- 
promise itself by the course of action suggested by Lenin that 
he proposed to burn the letters. Six members of the Committee 
voted for Kamenev’s proposal. Stalin proposed that the letters 
should be submitted to the major organizations for discussion, 
which suggested that he supported Lenin, since any wide dis- 
cussion of the matter would have tended to commit the party to 
pass from argument to action. In Trotsky’s view, Stalin hoped 
that by referring the matter to the provincial organizations he 
would shelve it, because the provincials were even more timid 
than the Central Committee,* This may or may not have been 
so — in any case, Stalin’s proposal was not accepted. 

In the next few weeks adherents and opponents of the 
insurrection were arrayed against one another in the Central 
Committee of the party and in the lower circles of the caucus. 
Soon they had the opportunity to test their strength in con- 
nexion with the convocation by the Government of the so-called 

* L. Trotsky, Stalin^ p. 222. 
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Pre-parliament, a pathetically belated and feeble attempt by 
Kerensky to prop up his regime by some sort of a representative 
body opposed to the Soviets. The Pre-parliament was to be 
merely a consultative assembly; and the Government itself 
was to appoint its members. Should the Bolsheviks accept their 
appointments and participate in the Pre-parliament or should 
they boycott it? The question was not entirely identical with 
the other one concerning the insurrection; but it was connected 
with it. The determined adherents of the insurrection thought 
that they had nothing to look for in a pseudo-parliament, the 
days of which would, anyhow, be numbered. Those who shrunk 
before Lenin’s plans favoured participation in the Pre-parlia- 
ment. The question was put to a vote at a national conference 
of the party, at which Trotsky and Stalin spoke in favour of 
boycott. This was one of the few occasions on which the future 
rivals shared the same viewpoint. Kamenev and Rykov, how- 
ever, who argued for participation, carried the majority of the 
conference with them. Thus, barely one month before the 
insurrection, the insurrectionist party displayed a mood which 
Lenin indignantly castigated as a ‘deviation from the prole- 
tarian revolutionary road’.* 

Meanwhile the country was sinking ever deeper into defeat 
and chaos. For a time the Government and the General Staff 
contemplated evacuating Petersburg and transferring the mini- 
stries to Moscow. Rumours about this put new wind into 
Bolshevik sails, for the plan was interpreted as a counter- 
revolutionary plot. It was said that by surrendering the Red 
capital the Government hoped to decapitate the revolution. 
The threat brought the city’s Soviet to its feet and impelled it 
to assume responsibility for defending Petersburg. As power 
began to come within their reach the Bolsheviks had gradually 
switched over from unconditional opposition to the war to a 
quasi-defensist attitude; they now called for the defence of 
Petersburg as the capital of the revolution, not of the empire. 
The ordinary traditional defensism of the moderate Socialists 
coincided for the moment with the new defensism of the Bol- 
sheviks. Thus the decision of the Soviet to assume responsibility 
for the defence of the capital had the support of all parties 
represented in it. 


* Lenin, Sochirunyay vol. xxi, p. 287. 
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By taking this initiative the Soviet lifted itself to a new pro- 
minence and authority which would eventually enable it to undo 
the Provisional Government. Trotsky, who as President of the 
Soviet dominated all its activity, succeeded in presenting this 
^ crucial preliminary to the revolution as a measure dictated by 
the national needs of the Republic. The Soviet then asserted, 
first in principle and then in actual fact, its right to control the 
movement of troops in the capital and in the provinces around 
it; the right, that is, to control the military commands and 
stafl's. The popular distrust of the officers corps, extremely acute 
since the Kornilov revolt, strengthened the hands of the Soviet 
for any conflicts that might come. The body which took charge 
of these matters on behalf of the Soviet was the Military 
Revolutionary Committee, appointed by the Executive of the 
Soviet on 13 October.* The President of the Soviet was at the 
same time the chairman of that Committee which was, by its 
nature, the General Staff of tlie insurrection. 

What was extraordinary in this development was that the 
organ of the insurrection was no clandestine, self-appointed 
group or clique of cons jnra tors but a body openly elected by a 
broad representative institution like the Soviet. J’he conspiracy 
was, so to speak, wrapped up in Soviet legality, a circumstance 
that half paralysed the opposition of moderate Socialists. The 
Mensheviks and the Social Revolutionaries stayed in the 
Soviet as helpless and bewildered witnesses of, and up to a point 
accomplices in, their own undoing. Trotsky — all the threads of 
the insurrection were now in his hands — succeeded in giving to 
the rising the appearance of a defensive operation designed 
to forestall or rather to parry a counter-revolution, a tactical 
stratagem which brought over the hesitant sections of the 
working class and the garrison to the side of the insurgents. 
This is not to say that the defensive character of the rising was 
altogether a false pretence. The Government and, behind its 
back, monarchist generals and right-wing politicians were pre- 
paring a come-back: on the eve of the uprising Kerensky out- 
lawed the Revolutionary Military Committee, issued new writs 
for the arrest of Bolshevik leaders, and attempted to mobilize 
loyal troops and suppress the Bolshevik press. But, in the race 
between revolution and counter-revolution, the former had a 

* L. Trotsky, History of the Russian Revolution^ vol iii, pp. 92-5. 
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very long start indeed; and the start was made even longer by 
the shrewdness with which the leader of the insurrection kept 
up its defensive appearance to the end. 

While Trotsky was thus gaining one vantage point after 
another in the Soviet, Lenin, from hiding, directed his efforts 
towards overcoming Zinoviev’s and Kamenev’s opposition in 
the Central Committee. He contrived to persuade his followers 
to withdraw from Kerensky’s Pre-parliament, as Trotsky and 
Stalin had counselled. On 7 October the Pre-parliament heard 
the rumblings of the approaching revolution in Trotsky’s fiery 
and thunderous statement on the secession of the Bolsheviks 
from ‘this council of counter-revolutionary connivance’, and in 
his cry: ‘Petersburg is in danger! The Revolution is in danger! 
The people are in danger!’, to the accompaniment of which the 
Bolsheviks left the chamber.* On 8 October Lenin secretly 
returned from Finland to Petersburg. Two days later the 
Central Committee met to take its final decision. Zinoviev and 
Kamenev made their most eloquent plea : ‘Before history, before 
the international proletariat, before the Russian Revolution and 
the Russian working class, we have no right to stake the whole 
future on the card of an armed uprising.’ They urged the 
Central Committee to wait for the Constituent Assembly which 
the Government now promised to convene and which, they 
hoped, would be swayed by a radical majority. They conceived 
the new state as a combination of a Soviet republic and parlia- 
mentary democracy. They gave their warning that Lenin’s 
policy would lead to the final debacle of the revolution : ‘There 
are historical situations when an oppressed class must recognize 
that it is better to go forward to defeat than to give up without 
battle. Does the Russian working class find itself at present in 
such a situation? No, and a thousand times no !! !'^ They opposed 
the insurrection for two reasons, one of which was soon to be 
refuted by the events, whereas the other was to be confirmed 
in the future. The advocates of the insurrection, they said, over- 
rated their own strength and underrated that of the Provisional 
Government. They also took too sanguine a view of the 
proximity of proletarian revolution in western Europe. 

* L. Trotsky, History of the Russian Revolution, vol. iii, pp. 68-70. 

* Quoted from English edition of Lenin’s Collected Works, vol. xxi, book 2, pp. 
328-32. 
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Lenin impatiently brushed aside all scruples about the 
Constituent Assembly; the Government had shelved it so 
many times — where was the guarantee that it would not do so 
. again? To delay the insurrection meant giving the Kornilovite 
generals time to stage a coup and establish their dictatorship. 
Lenin regarded his opponents’ pessimistic view of the relation- 
ship of forces as the counsel of faint-heartedness. The Bolshe- 
viks had behind them the majority of the Russian working 
classes; and all ‘proletarian Europe’ was certain to support 
them.* Of the twelve members present at this session ten, 
including Stalin, voted for insurrection. Two, Zinoviev and 
Kamenev, cast their votes against it. After the vote a Political 
S Bureau was elected, on Dzerzhinsky’s proposal, ‘for the purpose 
of political guidance during the immediate future’. Its mem- 
bers were: Lenin, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Trotsky, Stalin, Sokol- 
nikov, and Bubnov.^ Thus the institution that was eventually 
to tower mightily above state, party, and revolution was called 
into being. At the same session, 20 October was fixed as the 
day of the insurrection. 

The Political Bureau was unable to fulfil the task assigned to 
it. Zinoviev and Kamenev refused to submit to the decision 
on the insurrection and did their utmost to achieve its reversal. 
Lenin, who had appeared at the sitting of 10 October in dis- 
guise, wearing a wig, went back into hiding and could not 
take part in the day-to-day preparations. All his energy was 
absorbed in his sustained and almost desperate effort to over- 
come the ‘shameful vacillation’, the ‘astounding confusion and 
cowardice’ of the two men who were his closest friends and 
- disciples.^ Trotsky was too busy with the Soviet and the 
Revolutionary Military Committee to attend much to the busi- 
ness of the Central Committee. Apart from this Lenin’s schemes 
for the uprising did not appeal to him. Discarding his first plan 
for a coup in Petersburg, Lenin suggested that the blow be struck 
in Moscow first. Then he proposed that the rising should begin 
in Helsinki and develop into an offensive against Petersburg.** 
Trotsky continued to shrug his shoulders at these ‘counsels of 

‘ Ibid., pp. 108-28. * Ibid., p. 328. 

^ The History of the Civil IVar, vol. ii, p. 193. 

In * See Lenin’s Letters in the English edition of his Collected Works ^ vol. xxi, book 2, 
PP- 65, 70 » 103-4. 
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an outsider’, as Lenin himself called them. So did Stalin, who 
some time later recollected, not without irony, Lenin’s variants 
of the uprising: ‘We thought that we, the practical workers, 
could see better all the ravines, pitfalls and holes on our road. 
But Ilyich [Lenin] is great, he is not afraid of ravines, pitfalls 
or holes on his road, he is not afraid of dangers and says: “Get 
up and go straight to your goal”. But we, the practical workers, 
reckoned that it was not convenient so to act, that it was neces- 
sary to obviate the obstacles so as to be able then to take the 
bull by the horns. And, regardless of all Lenin’s demands, we 
did not follow him.’* Apart from their military incongruities, 
Lenin’s plans had one iiiajor political fault in common: they 
tended to narrow the political base for the insurrection, to 
deprive the uprising of the sanction of the Soviet, to reduce 
what Trotsky staged as a popular act into a narrower affair 
of the Bolshevik party. They also tended to strip the insurrection 
of its defensive wrapping and to give it that undisguised offen- 
sive character that would have appeared provocative even to 
well-wishers of the revolution. 

Another meeting of the Central Committee on 16 October, 
which was attended by prominent non-members of the Com- 
mittee, confirmed the previous decisioninfavour of insurrection. 
On the morrow Zinoviev and Kamenev carried the struggle 
against Lenin into the open and warned public opinion against 
the insurrection in Maxim Gorky’s newspaper JVovaya ^hizn 
(New Life), which stood half-way between Bolshevism and 
Menshevism. Lenin, furious at the indiscretion, branded his 
two colleagues as ‘strike-breakers’, ‘traitors to the revolution’, 
and demanded their immediate expulsion from the party.^ The 
penalty seemed too harsh to the other members of the Com- 
mittee. Stalin published Lenin’s denunciation in the Bolshevik 
newspaper, but softened its effect by a conciliatory editorial 
comment meant to bridge the gap between the opposed view- 
points.^ At the session of the Central Committee on 16 October, 
he himself had argued against Zinoviev and Kamenev : ‘What 
Kamenev and Zinoviev propose leads objectively to the oppor- 
tunity for the counter-revolution to prepare and organize. We 

' J, Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. iv, pp. 317-18. 

^ Lenin, Collected Works^ vol. xxi, book 2, pp. 127-37. 

^ Rabochyi Put [Pravda), 20 October 1917. 
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shall endlessly retreat and lose the revolution. . . . There is 
need now for more faith. . . . There are two policies here: one 
policy is to steer towards the victory of the revolution and to 
look to Europe; the other policy has no faith in the revolution 
and hopes that the party will remain merely an opposition 
party. . . . The Petersburg Soviet has already embarked upon 
the road to insurrection.’* 

This last sentence meant that while the Central Committee 
was wasting time, the Soviet, under Trotsky’s guidance, had 
passed over to action. Why then did Stalin now protect his two 
indiscreet colleagues who were to all intents and purposes 
putting spokes in the wheels of the insurrection? Was he 
anxious to arrest a rift in the party? Or did Kamenev’s and 
Zinoviev’s warnings and cries of panic make him, too, somewhat 
hesitant? Or was he perhaps, as Trotsky asserts, cynically re- 
insuring himself against failure without openly deserting the 
ranks of the insurrectionists? At the next session of the Central 
Committee Stalin again defended Kamenev when the latter 
announced his resignation from the leadership. The resignation 
was accepted; and then Stalin, loo, having drawn Lenin’s 
criticism upon his editorial attitude, tendered his resignation. 
This, however, was not accepted by the Central Committee 
which was wary of driving the editor of the party’s newspaper 
into the arms of the opponents of the rising. Pardoned for his 
editorial slip, Stalin in his turn was now eager to show that he 
was really of one mind with the advocates of the insurrection. 
He proposed that the two most determined leaders of the 
insurrectionist majority, Lenin and Trotsky, should be the 
party’s chief spokesmen at the forthcoming All-Russian Con- 
gress of the Soviets, the Congress of the Revolution.^ 

Meanwhile, the Menshevik Executive delayed the opening of 
the Congress by another five days, till 25 October. It was in 
these few days that the crucial preparations for the uprising 
were completed. On 2 1 October a conference of the regimental 
committees of Petersburg officially recognized the Military 
Revolutionary Committee as the real master of the garrison — 
no order was to be obeyed unless countersigned by a repre- 
sentative of the Committee, by Trotsky or his assistants 

* J. S^^n, Sochintnya, vol. iii, pp. 381-2. 

* L. Trotsky, History of the Russian Revolution, vol. iii, pp. 163-4. 
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Antonov-Ovseenko, Podvoysky, or by duly authorized com- 
missars. On 23 October the Revolutionary Military Com- 
mittee appointed its commissars with almost every detachment 
stationed in and around the capital, thus securing liaison with 
all the forces virtually under its command. Orders from official 
headquarters aiming at a reshuffling of the garrison were 
ignored. Detachments scheduled to leave the capital refused 
to budge. Officers failing to submit to the authority of the 
Soviet were removed from their posts, and a number of them 
were arrested. 

Finally, on 24 October, the Government decided to strike 
back, thereby providing the pretext for the uprising. Govern- 
mental troops occupied the offices of the newspaper of which 
Stalin was the editor, and closed its printing press. A delegation 
of workers from the press asked the Revolutionary Military 
Committee to send its troops to the offices of the paper and to 
ensure publication. This was done. ‘A piece of official sealing 
wax’, wrote the leader of the rising later, ‘on the door of the 
Bolshevik editorial room as a military measure — that was not 
much. But what a superb signal for battle!’' The battle rapidly 
extended to bridges, railway stations, post offices, and other 
strategic points: all were occupied without a shot by the troops 
under Trotsky’s command. The only real fight developed in 
the course of the assault of the insurgents upon the Winter 
Palace, the seat of the Provisional Government. Even that 
operation, led by Antonov-Ovseenko, the future Soviet 
Ambassador in Poland and in Spain during the civil war, was 
not devoid of comic touches like the bombardment of the 
Palace with duds from the cruiser Aurora, The Provisional 
Government was politically so isolated and the insurgents 
enjoyed such overwhelming support that they were able to 
elbow the Government out of existence by a slight push. When 
on 25 October the second All-Russian Congress of the Soviets 
assembled, the rising was nearly complete; and the Bolshevik 
majority of the Congress immediately sanctioned the upheaval.^ 

In the days, of the upheaval Stalin was not among its main 


' L. Trotsky, History of the Russian Revolution, vol. iii, p. 205. 

* Up to this point the dates have been given according to the old Russian ^ 
calendar which was in force before the revolution. From now on the dates are 
given in accordance with the new calendar. 
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actors. Even more than usual, he remained in the shadow, a 
fact that was to cause embarrassment to his official biographers 
and perhaps justified Trotsky in saying that ‘the greater the 
sweep of events the smaller was Stalin’s place in it’. In part this 
was the result of the ineffectiveness of the Central Committee, 
within which Stalin’s own weight was much greater than out- 
side it. At the critical session of the Central Committee on 
16 October Stalin and four other members (Sverdlov, Bubnov, 
Dzerzhinsky, and Uritsky) were delegated to represent the 
party on the Revolutionary Military Committee of the Soviet. 
If the Chairman of the Committee, Trotsky, is to be believed, 
however, Stalin’s contribution to the work of that organ of the 
insurrection was nil.* Trotsky’s testimony might be dismissed 
because of its partisan character, if it were possible to find among 
the welter of documents on the rising at least a few recording 
Stalin’s direct connexion with it. But none have been found. 

Since Stalin’s rise to absolute power the name of Trotsky has 
been assiduously and systematically expunged from all official 
histories of the revolution — it is mentioned only as the name of 
the ‘traitor’ and the ‘saboteur’ of the actual rising. All the 
official histories and text-books speak of the leadership of Lenin 
and Stalin or ascribe those of Trotsky’s deeds and words that 
can in no way be omitted to the anonymous Revolutionary 
Military Committee. But in spite of their best intentions and 
indubitable zeal, the official Soviet historians have not been 
able to write Stalin’s name into the blanks left by the deletion 
of Trotsky’s. Even the all too unscrupulously compiled 
History of the Civil War in the U,S,S,R.^ edited by Stalin himself, 
Zhdanov, Voroshilov, Molotov, Gorky, and Kirov, does not 
contain a single document or concrete fact which would sup- 
port the bare statements about Stalin’s leading role in the 
Revolutionary Military Committee, unless one were to class 
among historical documents the rather cheap and strikingly 
false paintings of a Svaroga or Vladimirsky, paintings made 
many years after the event, in which an oddly handsome dare- 
devil Stalin is depicted as issuing instructions to the insurgents. 
Stalin’s own detailed Biographical Chronicle is equally un- 
informative on this point.^ Surprisingly enough, he was not 

' L. Trotsky, Stalin^ p. 234. 

' Sec Biographical Chronicle in vol. lii of Stalin’s Sochtnenyay p. 423. 



i68 stalin: a political biography 

even present at the session of the Central Committee that took 
place on the morning of the insurrection. ‘Not that he was a 
coward. There is no basis for accusing Stalin of cowardice,’ 
(this is Trotsky’s comment) he was simply politically non- 
committal. The cautious schemer preferred to stay on the fence 
at the crucial moment. He was waiting to see how the insur- 
rection turned out before committing himself to a position. 
In the event of failure he could tell Lenin and me and our 
adherents: “It’s all your fault!” One must clearly recapture 
the red-hot temper of those days in order to appreciate according 
to its deserts the man’s cool grit or, if you like, his insidiousness.’* 

Trotsky’s explanation seems self-contradictory : the in- 
sidiousness which he attributes to his rival appears after all to 
be tinged with cowardice. It is impossible to accept Trotsky’s 
interpretation for yet another reason : Stalin did in fact commit 
himself as early as lo October, when the first vote on the in- 
surrection was taken in the Central Committee. He then voted 
with Lenin and Trotsky. On i6 October he again voted and 
spoke for the insurrection, this time not in the narrow conclave 
of the Central Committee but at a much wider conference at 
which were present delegates from the Petersburg organization, 
the party’s military branch, the trade unions, and the Petersburg 
Soviet as well as delegates from factory committees, railroad 
workers, &c. A ‘cautious schemer preferring to stay on the 
fence at the crucial moment’ would hardly have stepped down 
so heavily on Lenin’s side before the eyes of a gathering of that 
sort. It is not possible to find any alternative explanation for 
Stalin’s absence or inactivity at the headquarters during the 
rising. But the queer and undeniable fact remains. 

The one post at which he undeniably did his duty 
throughout the critical period was the editorial offices of 
Rabochyi Put (Workers’ Road), as Pravda had been renamed. 
There he spoke with the voice of the party, mainly in anony- 
mous editorials. He did not, of course, openly call for in- 
surrection. Like Trotsky in the Soviet, Stalin in his newspaper 
gave defensive cover to an essentially offensive policy — this 
was the cautious camouflage of the insurrection. On lo Octo- 
ber, even before the Central Committee took its first vote on 
the uprising, he wrote: ‘The first Kornilovite conspiracy has 
* L. Trotsky, Stalin, p. 234. 
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been frustrated. But the counter-revolution has not been 
crushed. . . . The second Kornilovite conspiracy, which is now 
being hatched, ought to be destroyed at the roots, so that any 
danger may be averted from the revolution for a long time to 
come. . . . Let the Soviets and the Committees take every 
measure to smash the second attempt of the counter-revolution 
with all the might of the revolution.’* Three days later he 
became more explicit: ‘The moment has come when the watch- 
word “All Power to the Soviets!” ought at last to be put into 
effect.’ On the morning of the rising itself he thus summed up 
the course of the revolution : ‘After the victory of the February 
Revolution, power remained in the hands of the landlords and 
capitalists, bankers and speculators, profiteers and marauders — 
therein lay the fatal error of the workers and peasants. . . . That 
error ought to be corrected at once.’^ As if echoing Lenin and 
hinting at Zinoviev’s and Kamenev’s opposition, he went on: 
‘The moment has come when further delay threatens to destroy 

the whole work of the revolution The present self-appointed 

Government, neither elected by the people nor responsible to 
it, must be replaced by a Government . . . elected by repre- 
sentatives of workers, soldiers, and peasants and responsible to 
them.’ Fourteen years later Trotsky thus described the mood 
of the insurgents : ‘All those taking part in the insurrection, from 
top to bottom — in this lay its power, in this also at times its 
Achilles heel — were imbued with absolute confidence that the 
victory was going to be won without casualties.’^ Stalin’s 
words, written a few hours before the rising, breathed precisely 
that confidence: ‘If only you act in a spirit of comradeship and 
steadfastness nobody will dare to oppose the people’s will. The 
old Government will the more peacefully make place for the 
new one the stronger and the better organized you come out.’^ 

Perhaps the most authentic projection of the man’s emotions 
and mood on the eve of the great event can be found in an 
article in which he dealt with the many captious or merely 
anxious questions about the Bolshevik plans and intentions 
that were asked from all sides. Stalin’s reply was a masterpiece 
of abusive evasiveness or evasive abuse 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. iii, pp. 362-3. ^ Ibid., p. 388. 

’ L. Trotsky, History of the Russian Revolution^ vol. iii, p. 221. 
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Here is the reply. As for the bourgeoisie and its ‘apparatus’ : with 
them we shall settle our accounts separately. As for the agents and 
hirelings of the bourgeoisie: these we refer to the counter-espionage. 
There they can ‘enlighten* themselves and in their turn ‘enlighten’ 
others about the ‘day’ and the ‘hour’ of the coup, the schedule of 
which has already been concocted by the agents provocateurs of the 
Dyen. ... To those heroes [the moderate socialists] who have sided 
with . . . the Government against the workers, soldiers and peasants 
we owe no explanation. But we shall see to it that those heroes at 
blacklegging be brought to book by the Congress of the Soviets. 

His most vicious invective was reserved for Maxim Gorky, 
the famous writer and revolutionary, Lenin’s fellow traveller 
for many years, the man whom Stalin himself would one day 
anoint as the prophet of a new civilization. Gorky’s newspaper, 
the same in which Zinoviev and Kamenev had spoken against 
insurrection, had also asked Lenin and his colleagues to ‘put 
their cards on the table’ ; and Gorky himself attacked the Bol- 
sheviks in an article under the title ‘I cannot keep silent’, 
borrowed from an old anti-Tsarist writing by Tolstoy. Stalin 
retorted with a hot gush of spite: 

As for the neurasthenics of the Novaya Z^izn [Gorky’s paper] we 
are at a loss to understand what it is that they actually want from 
us. If they wish to know the ‘day’ of the insurrection so as to be 
able to mobilize in advance the forces of the frightened intellectuals 
for a timely . . . escape, say, to Finland, then we have only . . . 
praise for them, for we are ‘generally’ for mobilization of forces. 
If they are asking about the ‘day’ of the uprising in order to calm 
their steel-like’ nerves, then we assure them that even if the ‘day’ 
of the rising had been fixed and the Bolsheviks whispered it into their 
ears, our neurasthenics would not get the slightest relief from that : 
there would be new questions, hysterics, &c. 

Other Bolshevik leaders, too, were annoyed with Gorky; but 
none assailed him and his colleagues in such a personal and 
venomous vein, suggesting cowardice, treachery, and so on. 
Even more unjust and coarse was Stalin’s taunt: 

Does not this account for Gorky’s T cannot keep silent’? This 
is incredible but true. They sat and kept silent when landlords . . . 
drove their peasants to despair and hunger ‘riots’. They sat and 
kept silent when the capitalists and their hangers-on were preparing 
an all-Russian lock-out for the workers. . . . But these people, so it 
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appears, cannot keep silent when the vanguard of the revolution, 
the Petersburg Soviet, has stood up in defence of the cheated workers 
and peasants ! And their first word is one of reproach addressed not 
to the counter-revolution but to that same revolution about which 
they talk with enthusiasm over a cup of tea but from which they flee 
as from the plague in the most critical moments. 

The attack culminated in the following pregnant words: 

The Russian Revolution has overthrown not a few authorities. 
Its power expresses itself, among other things, in that it does not bow 
to ‘great names’. The revolution has enrolled them in its service, 
or thrown them into nothingness if they have not been willing to 
learn from it. Of such great names thrown away by the revolution 
there is a whole legion. Plekhanov, Kropotkin, Breshkovskaya, 
Zasulich and generally all those old revolutionaries who are remark- 
able only because they are old. We fear that the laurels of those 
‘pillars’ do not let Gorky sleep. We fear that they, those antiquities, 
have had a deadly pull on Gorky. Well, everyone is his own master. 
. . . The revolution is incapable either of regretting or of burying its 
dead.’ 

To the author of these lines, the descendant of Georgian serfs 
and the member of the Bolshevik caucus, the revolution was 
obviously not only the vindication of the oppressed classes. It 
was also the triumph of the obscure, anonymous committee- 
man over the ‘great names’ of Russian socialism. He had no 
attachment to and no organic tie with any tradition, not even 
Socialist tradition. In this he was very unlike the other leaders 
and especially Lenin who, even in the heat of the most frantic 
polemic, would never have brought himself to say of his former 
teacher Plekhanov that he was ‘remarkable only because he 
was old’. It is not difficult to feel behind Stalin’s unrestrained 
railings the pent-up frustration of a man whose peculiar gifts 
were such that they had earned him no ‘great name’ even while 
he was reaching the threshold of power. Yet the revolution, 
though it had thrown some great names ‘into nothingness’, did 
create new ones that shone with even greater brilliance and 
were engraved in the hearts and the minds of the people. 

Later events were to impart to Stalin’s words the meaning of 
an unconscious or perhaps half-conscious challenge to those 
new names. For the moment the revolution was turning only 
one of its faces towards the world — the one that was radiant 



172 STALIN: A POLITICAL BIOGRAPHY 

with enthusiasm and noble hope. Its other face, the one of the 
monster devouring its own children, was still hidden. Yet it was 
that other face that Stalin seemed to worship already in those 
days. ‘The revolution is incapable either of regretting or of 
burying its dead’ — what a text for the great purges which he 
was to stage nearly twenty years later. 
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Stalin in the Civil War 
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The October upheaval — a mild, bloodless event — was followed 
by a cruel civil war and foreign intervention which lasted nearly 
three years. The new revolutionary state formed itself less under 
the influence of ideas preached by the Bolsheviks when they 
seized power than under the harsh exigencies of civil war. 
Events compelled the party of the revolution to give up some of 
its aspirations, hopes, and illusions in order to save the essential 
framework of the revolution. In the process, the party itself, 
its leaders and followers, underwent a profound spiritual and 
political change. 

One broad aspect of that change has been common to all 
revolutions so far. Each great revolution begins with a phenom- 
enal outburst of popular energy, impatience, anger, and 
hope. Each ends in the weariness, exhaustion, and disillusion- 
ment of the revolutionary people. In the first phase the party 
that gives the fullest expression to the popular mood outdoes its 
rivals, gains the confidence of the masses, and rises to power. 
Even the most revolutionary party is sometimes not revolution- 
ary enough in the eyes of the most extreme section of the people. 
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It is driven forward by the swelling tide to overcome all the 
obstacles in its way and to challenge all conservative powers. 
Then comes the inevitable trial of civil war. The revolutionary 
party is still marching in step with the majority of the nation. 
It is acutely conscious of its unity with the people and of a pro- 
found harmony between its own objectives and the people’s 
wishes and desires. It can call upon the mass of the nation for 
ever-growing efforts and sacrifices; and it is sure of the response. 
In this, the heroic phase, the revolutionary party is in a very 
real sense democratic, even though it treats its foes with dicta- 
torial relentlessness and observes no strict constitutional precept. 
The leaders implicitly trust their vast plebeian following; and 
their policy rests on that trust. They are willing and even eager 
to submit their policies to open debate and to accept the popu- 
lar verdict. Though they aspire to lead the masses, they also 
allow themselves to be led. 

This happy relationship between the party of the revolution, 
whether it be called Independent, Jacobin, or Bolshevik, and 
the mass of the people does not last long. It hardly survives 
the civil war. Many of the devoted and energetic supporters 
of the new order perish in the civil war. Others rise from their 
modest and unpretentious existence to power and often also to 
privilege. The party of the revolution emerges triumphant, with 
tremendous pride and self-confidence, but also with inner weari- 
ness and enervation. The weariness of the people is even deeper. 
The country, ravaged by civil war and intervention, has sunk 
into a misery that may be worse than that against which the 
people had risen in revolt. In 1920 Russia suffered worse 
hunger and privation than in 1917. The ruthlessness of the new 
rulers, a ruthlessness dictated by circumstances and the needs of 
self-preservation, provokes a reaction. The reaction may be 
strongest among those who have previously urged the party to 
pursue the course that has made that ruthlessncss inevitable. 

The anti-climax of the revolution is there. The leaders are 
unable to keep their early promises. They have destroyed the 
old order; but they are unable to satisfy the daily needs of the 
people. To be sure, the revolution has created the basis for a 
higher organization of society and for progress in a not very 
remote future. This will justify it in the eyes of posterity. But 
the fruits of revolution ripen slowly; and of immediate moment 
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are the miseries of the first post-revolutionary years. It is in 
their shadow that the new state takes on its shape, a shape that 
reveals the chasm between the revolutionary party and the 
people. This is the real tragedy which overtakes the party of 
the revolution. If its action is to be dictated by the mood of 
the people, it will presently have to efface itself, or at least to 
relinquish power. But no revolutionary government can abdi- 
cate after a victorious civil war, because the only real pretenders 
to power are the still considerable remnants of the defeated 
counter-revolution. Abdication would be suicide. It would 
entail, too, a reversal of the vast work of the revolution by 
which society has been transformed but which has not yet been 
consolidated. The political mechanics of a regime around 
which all the passions of revolution and counter-revolution have 
been let loose has no feature like those political revolving doors 
provided by any stable parliamentary order, through which 
governments come or go more or less politely without chopping 
off one another’s heads. The party of the revolution knows no 
retreat. It has been driven to its present pass largely through 
obeying the will of that same people by which it is now deserted. 
It will go on doing what it considers to be its duty, without 
paying much heed to the voice of the people. In the end it will 
muzzle and stifle that voice. 

At first the party of the revolution is by no means clearly 
av.are of all the implications of the new phase. It has assumed 
office as a government of the people, by the people, and for the 
people. It now forfeits at least one of its honourable attributes — 
it ceases to be government by the people. The whole party may 
still hope that its discord with the mood of the country is tran- 
sient; and that honest exertion in one direction or another will 
allow it to fire anew the imagination of the people and to recap- 
ture the recent heroic past. But the chasm is growing wider 
and deeper. The rulers acquire the habits of arbitrary govern- 
ment and themselves come to be governed by their own habits. 
What had hopefully begun as a great, warm-hearted popular 
venture gradually degenerates into a narrow and cold autocracy. 
In the transition, the party of the revolution is split between 
those who have promoted the new outlook, or made peace with 
it, and those who have not. Some of its leaders point in alarm 
to the divorce between the revolution and the people. Others 



176 STALIN: A POLITICAL BIOGRAPHY 

justify the conduct of the party on the ground that the divorce 
is irremediable. Still others, the actual rulers, deny the fact of 
the divorce itself: for to admit it would be to widen further the 
gap between the rulers and the ruled. Some cry in alarm that 
the revolution has been betrayed, for in their eyes government 
by the people is the very essence of revolution — without it there 
can be no government for the people. The rulers find justifica- 
tion for themselves in the conviction that whatever they do will 
ultimately serve the interests of the broad mass of the nation; 
and indeed they do, on the whole, use their power to consolidate 
most of the economic and social conquests of the revolution. 
Amid charges and counter-charges, the heads of the revolution- 
ary leaders begin to roll and the power of the post-revolutionary 
state towers hugely over the society it governs. 

In this broad scheme of revolutionary development much 
must seem simplified and confused. Historical truth consists 
less in the broad generalizations than in the complex sequence 
of events, different in each revolution. Some features which 
appear only dimly in the picture of one revolution are very 
clear and distinct in tliat of another. Processes, for instance, by 
which Jacobinism was consumed and destroyed within a few 
months, have developed in Bolshevism slowly, over whole 
decades; and their results, too, have in many respects been 
vastly different. But what is important in this context is the 
general trend of events ; and this has been common to all great 
revolutions so far. It is in this broad perspective that the 
metamorphosis of triumphant Bolshevism, and Stalin’s own 
fortunes, can best be understood. 


Few men have known a transition from obscurity, poverty, 
and persecution to power and fame as sudden and sharp as that 
by which the leaders of Bolshevism became the rulers of Russia. 
A few moments after he had taken off his make-up, his wig, and 
big spectacles, and met his friends at the Smolny on the night 
of the insurrection, Lenin ironically confessed to a sense of 
dizziness caused by that transition. A similar feeling must have 
taken hold of Stalin when on 26 October 1917 he heard 
Kamenev reading out to the Congress of the Soviets the names 
of the men who formed the first Soviet Gk)vernment, the first 
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Council of the People’s Commissars. The list included the 
name of Joseph Vissarionovich Djugashvili-Stalin — ‘Chairman 
of the Commissariat for Nationalities’. 

The Government of which he became a member was boy- 
cotted by all non-Bolshevik parties. Of its fifteen members 
eleven were intellectuals and only four workers. Lenin was its 
Premier and Trotsky its Commissar of Foreign Affairs. Rykov 
was in charge of Home Affairs, Miliutin of Agriculture, and 
Shlyapnikov of Labour. Military and Naval Affairs were 
entrusted to three men : Antonov-Ovseenko, revolutionary and 
ex-officer, Krylenko, ex-ensign and lawyer, and F. Dybenko, 
a huge, half-illiterate, crude, and good-natured sailor who dis- 
tinguished himself as revolutionary leader in the Baltic Fleet. 
The ‘God-seeker’ and savant, A. Lunacharsky, was responsible 
for Education. The new Government was to do away with the 
traditional habits and paraphernalia of authority. Its flair for 
demonstrative innovation showed itself even in its name and 
in the replacement of the title Minister by that of Commissar. 
Each Commissariat was to be ruled by a Committee or a 
Collegium, of which the Commissar was the Chairman. The 
organization of the Government reflected its democratic radical- 
ism. It cannot be said that the outlook of that first team of com- 
missars corresponded to those standards of ‘ruthless determina- 
tion’ or ‘fanatical zeal’ which later came to be associated with 
the very term Bolshevism. On the contrary, the ‘soft-hearted- 
ness’ of most commissars very soon placed the Government in 
quite a number of tragi-comic situations. Only two or three 
characteristic episodes can be recounted here. 

While the Bolshevik rising in Moscow was still on, a rumour 
went around that the Kremlin had suffered destruction in the 
fighting. The Commissar of Education, Lunacharsky, resigned 
from his post in protest against the ‘vandalism’ of the Red 
Guards. ‘Comrades,’ he cried in a proclamation, ‘that which 

is happening in Moscow is a horrible, irreparable misfortune 

The People in its struggle for power has mutilated our glorious 
capital. ... It is particularly terrible in these days of violent 
struggle, of destructive warfare, to be Commissar of Public 
Education. . . . Even the most ignorant will awake and under- 
stand what a source of joy, strength and wisdom is art. . . .’* 

’ Quoted by John Reed in Ten Days that shook the Worlds p. 304. 
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The rumour proved grossly exaggerated; and with some diffi- 
culty Lenin succeeded in persuading the sensitive commissar 
to resume office. 

From the first day of its existence the Government was boy- 
cotted by the civil servants who refused to obey the orders of 
the new masters. ‘Alexandra Kollontai’, relates an eyewitness, 
‘. . . appointed Commissar of Public Welfare . . . was welcomed 
with a strike of all but forty of the functionaries in the Ministry. 
Immediately, the poor of the great cities . . . were plunged in 
miserable want; delegations of starving cripples, of orphans 
with blue, pinched faces, besieged the building. With tears 
streaming down her face, Kollontai arrested the strikers until 
they should deliver the keys of the office and the safe.’' The 
revolution was still breaking the sabotage of its enemies with 
tears streaming down its face. 

One of the first decrees of the Council of Commissars 
abolished the death sentence, in spite of Lenin’s protests. The 
Cossack General Krasnov who marched on Petersburg to over- 
throw the Bolsheviks and disperse the Soviets was taken prisoner 
by the Red Guards and released on his solemn pledge that he 
would not resume the fight. Later Krasnov headed one of the 
White armies in southern Russia. It took time before the 
revolution, amid the gruelling experiences of civil war, wiped 
away its tears, ceased to trust the pledges of its foes, and learned 
to act with that fanatical determination which gave it some new 
and repulsive features, but to which it owed its survival. We 
shall soon find the ‘man of steel’ among those who weaned the 
revolution from its sensitive — or was it sentimental? — idealism. 

In his own department Stalin met no sabotage by civil 
servants: for no special department dealing with the affairs of 
the various non-Russian nationalities had previously existed. 
He had to build up his Commissariat from scratch. At first the 
whole ‘machinery’ of his department consisted of a single table 
— in a room in the Smolny — on which a piece of cardboard had 
been pinned with the high-sounding name of the Commissariat. 
Later he secured a more impressive abode for his Commissariat 
through a strong-handed intervention in a somewhat comic 
scramble between the commissars for accommodation. Then 
he gathered around him a staff of assistants, Georgians, Poles, 

* J. Reed, op. cit., pp. 220-1. 
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Ukrainians, and Jews, people competent to deal with the prob- 
lems of his Commissariat.* 

He had hardly begun the job when the first Council of 
People’s Commissars ceased to exist. The right wing of the 
party, the former opponents of the insurrection, strongly repre- 
sented in the Government, worked behind the scenes for a 
reconciliation with the Mensheviks and Social Revolutionaries. 
They urged their party to share power with the moderate 
Socialists. The demand was supported by Rykov, the Com- 
missar of the Interior, Miliutin, the Commissar of Agriculture, 
Nogin, the Commissar of Industry and Trade, Lunacharsky, 
Kamenev (who had in the meantime been elected President 
of the Republic), and Zinoviev. These commissars resigned and 
so compelled Lenin to open negotiations with the other parties.^ 
The attempt at reconciliation failed, however, because the 
Mensheviks insisted that Lenin and Trotsky, the two inspirers 
of the insurrection, should not be included in the coalition 
government. There was some hesitation about that condition 
in the Bolshevik Central Committee; but the majority saw in 
it an attempt ‘at beheading the Bolshevik party’ and rejected 
it. Stalin voted against the exclusion of Lenin and Trotsky and 
for bringing negotiations with the Mensheviks to an end. A 
new series of resignations from the Government and the Central 
Committee followed, which was only stopped when the recalci- 
trants were threatened with expulsion from the party. Lenin, 
Trotsky, and Stalin were the first to sign the statement contain- 
ing the threat. The crisis did nevertheless lead to the formation 
of a new government which included the left wing of the Social 
Revolutionaries. This group, the only one willing to co-operate 
with Lenin and Trotsky, did so primarily in order to carry to 
its end the agrarian revolution. 

It is difficult to understand the crucial role which Stalin came 
to play in the Soviet Government from its inception, unless due 
allowance is made for the effect that the ‘softness’ of most 
Bolshevik leaders had on Lenin. Their vacillations filled him 
with apprehension and alarm. He saw his Government con- 
fronted with almost insuperable adversities: internal chaos, 
economic paralysis, inevitable counter-revolution, and a legacy 
of war. He looked round to sec which of his colleagues in the 
* L. Trotsky, Staliriy p. 256. * J. Reed, op. cit., pp. 223-4. 
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Government and in the Central Committee could be relied 
upon to form a close nucleus capable of the determined and 
swift action which would be needed in the emergencies to 
come. He thought of setting up an inner Cabinet rather than 
of any dictatorial triumvirate. Soon after the revolution, the 
Bolshevik Central Committee had appointed an executive of 
four members: Lenin, Stalin, Trotsky, Sverdlov. After the 
formation of the Bolshevik-lcft Social Revolutionary coalition, 
the Government delegated important and urgent business to 
an inner Cabinet whieh consisted of five commissars, three 
Bolsheviks and two Social Revolutionaries. The three Bolshevik 
members were Lenin, Trotsky, and Stalin.^ 

We have seen how Stalin became a member of the Central 
Committee in 1912. Lenin was then in disagreement with his 
most prominent colleagues (some of whom, incidentally, re- 
joined his party in 1917). The selection of a new Bolshevik 
hierarchy had been dictated by their elimination or self- 
elimination; and the intellectual leaders were replaced by the 
practical workers of the underground, mainly the committee- 
men of Baku. Something similar happened now. Stalin’s pro- 
motion was due to the dissidence of so many members of the 
Central Committee. True, this time the dissidents did not leave 
the party, were not expelled, and even regained, later, their 
influence in the inner councils of Bolshevism. But they remained 
in reserve for the time being. This is not to say that Stalin was 
completely immune from the doubts and vacillations of the 
more moderate leaders ; he had had his moment of hesitation 
on the eve of the October rising. But he was essentially Lenin’s 
satellite. He moved invariably within Lenin’s orbit. Every 
now and then his own judgement and political instinct tempted 
him to stray; and on a few important occasions his judgement 
was sounder than Lenin’s. But, at least in the first years after 
the revolution, the master’s pull on him was strong enough to 
keep him steadily within the prescribed orbit. Lenin was un- 
doubtedly aware of this; and he was not averse from making 
full use of it. In matters of ideology and principle he would 
take the views of almost any other member of the Central Com- 
mittee more seriously than Stalin’s; but in day-to-day business 
of the Government, in its vast administrative work, he would 

* L, Trotsky, Stalin, p. 241. 
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appreciate Stalin’s assistance perhaps more than anybody else’s. 
Though he himself showed no resemblance to Don Quixote, he 
was glad to have a Sancho Panza. It was by Lenin’s side that 
Stalin spent the night from 27 to 28 October at Petersburg 
military headquarters, watching the measures taken to repel 
General Krasnov’s march on the capital. He was by Lenin’s 
side a few days later, when Lenin told the Commander-in- 
Chief, General Dukhonin, to offer an armistice to the German 
Command and to order the cease-fire, and when, after General 
Dukhonin’s refusal, Lenin dismissed him and appointed Kry- 
lenko Gommander-in-Chief. This was the beginning of Stalin’s 
military activity which was to grow in scope and importance 
with the progress of the civil war. 


He made his first public appearance as the Commissar of 
Nationalities at the Congress of the Finnish Social Democratic 
Party at Helsinki, three weeks after the Bolshevik coup. For 
the Finns this was an unusual and memorable occasion: the 
representative of the new Russian Government proclaimed the 
independence of their country from Russia. The gradual 
absorption of Finland by the Tsarist Empire had begun under 
Tsar Alexander I, after the Napoleonic wars. Kerensky’s demo- 
cratic Government, which considered itself the legitimate heir 
to the Empire, insisted upon its sovereignty over Finland even 
while its sovereignty over Russia was becoming a hollow pre- 
tence. Now at last an old wrong was righted. The scene 
at the Helsinki Congress was the more unusual in that the 
man who, on behalf of the Russian Government, carried out 
the solemn act of historical justice was himself not a Russian, 
but a member of another small nation that had suffered Tsarist 
oppression. The buoyant phrasing of his speech contrasted 
queerly with its phlegmatic and ineffective delivery. The 
speaker almost mumbled his bald Russian sentences, pronounc- 
ing them with a marked foreign accent. But this only added 
another touch of sincerity to the occasion by divesting it of all 
pomposity. Tull freedom to shape their own life is given to the 
Finns as well as to the other peoples of Russia! A voluntary 
and honest alliance between the Finnish and the Russian 
peoples I No tutelage, no control from above over the Finnish 
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people! These are the guiding principles of the policy of the 
Council of People’s Commissars.’* This was the message of the 
new Russia, which the son of southern Georgia brought to the free 
citizens of northern Finland. On i8 December 1917 the Soviet 
Government officially decreed the independence of Finland. 
The decree carried the signatures of Lenin and Stalin. 

This magnanimous act harmonized with the programme 
which Stalin had outlined in his treatise on Marxism and the 
Nationalities in 1913. In it he championed the right of the 
peoples oppressed by -the Tsarist Empire to self-determination; 
and he interpreted that principle in the sense that every 
oppressed people should be free to break away from Russia 
and constitute itself an independent state. It was true that 
socialism did not favour national separatisms and the forma- 
tion of numberless small states all lacking viability. Its ultimate 
objective was international Socialist society. Real social and 
economic progress demanded, in the Socialists’ view, the aboli- 
tion of the barriers that kept nations apart. But international 
Socialist society could be founded, so Stalin had argued, only 
by voluntary agreement of the peoples that would form it; and 
voluntary agreement implied that each nation should first 
regain its complete freedom. Lenin defended this view in a 
witty comparison between that freedom and the freedom of 
divorce which was advocated by Socialists. ‘We hardly mean’, 
said Lenin, ‘to urge women to divorce their husbands, though 
we want them to be free to do so.’ Similarly, the Bolsheviks 
pleaded for the right of the non-Russian peoples to secede from 
Russia, without encouraging separatist aspirations. A week 
after the revolution, on 2 November, these principles were 
embodied in ‘The Declaration of the Rights of the Peoples of 
Russia . The Declaration, of which Lenin and Stalin were the 
authors, was one of the documents intended to demonstrate to 
the world the principles of the revolution. ‘The Council of 
People s Commissars’, it stated, ‘has resolved to adopt . . . the 
following principles as the basis for its activity : i . the equality 
and sovereignty of the peoples of Russia; 2. the right of the 
peoples of Russia to free self-determination, even to the point 
of separating and forming independent states; 3. the abolition 
of any and all national and national-religious privileges and 

‘ J. Stalin, SochinenyOy vol. iv, pp. 1-5. 
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disabilities; 4. the free development of national minorities and 
ethnographic groups inhabiting the territory of Russia.’* 

The Bolshevik leaders hoped that the non-Russian national- 
ities would follow the Russian example and carry out their own 
revolutions ; and that having obtained the right to divorce they 
would after all rejoin Russia in a free union of Socialist nations. 
But the right of the Finns, Ukrainians, Balts, and others to 
secede from Russia was not made dependent on the regime they 
established in their own countries. On 22 December 1917 
Stalin thus pleaded before the Central Executive of the Soviets, 
to which he had submitted his decree on the independence of 
Finland: Tf we look attentively at the picture ... we see that 
the Council of People’s Commissars has, regardless of its inten- 
tion, given freedom not to the people, not to the representatives 
of the working class of Finland, but to the Finnish bourgeoisie, 
which . . . has seized power and received independence from 
the hands of the Socialists of Russia.’ ‘The lack of determina- 
tion and the incomprehensible cowardice’ of the Finnish Social 
Democrats was to be blamed for this; but ‘nothing in the world 
would make the Council of People’s Commissars disregard its 
own pledges’ to recognize Finland’s independence. Although 
the Council was blamed for its policy, it would treat the claims 
of the Finnish bourgeoisie with ‘perfect impartiality’.^ 

The policy was indeed criticized from various sides. The 
anti-Bolshevik parties raised an outcry about the ‘sell-out’ of 
Russia. Bolsheviks like Bukharin and Dzerzhinsky saw in 
Stalin’s policy a purposeless concession to the bourgeois national- 
ism of the smaller nations, a concession made at the expense of 
the Russian revolution. But Stalin, backed by Lenin, stuck to 
his precept. 

Soon, however, it became clear that the precept tended to 
clash with reality. In all the borderlands of Russia new govern- 
ments sprang into existence. All were anti-Bolshevik; and all 
insisted on their complete separation from Russia. Lenin and 
Stalin were taken at their word. The Ukraine presented the 
most serious issue. Its newly established Provisional Govern- 
ment, the so-called Rada, came into conflict with the Soviets. 
Ataman Petlura, ‘Commander-in-Chiefofthe Ukrainian armed 

' Lenin i Stalin, Sbornik Proizvedenii k Izucheniu Istorii VKP (A), vol. ii, pp. 

^ J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. iv, pp. 22-4. 
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forces’, issued orders calling on all Ukrainian units to leave the 
fronts and to return to the Ukraine. From the Bolshevik view- 
point this was self-determination reduced to an absurdity. In 
an official statement Stalin explained the background of the 
incipient conflict.* The Bolsheviks admitted that each nation 
had the right to have its own army; but they were not yet in 
a position to regroup the armed forces so as to do justice to the 
Ukrainian demand. They were anxious to end the war and 
conclude peace with Germany; and they had already secured 
a short armistice and started peace negotiations at Brest Litovsk. 
But they could not possibly break up the army, dislocate the 
front, and disorganize the transport system before peace was 
concluded. In the old Tsarist army there had been no segrega- 
tion of soldiers according to nationality; and to start such a 
segregation now would mean to disarm the Russian revolution 
in the face of a German army which still obeyed the Kaiser’s 
orders. Here then was the dilemma between nationalist Ukrain- 
ian aspirations and the interests of the Russian revolution. 

The dilemma reappeared under several forms. In the south 
of Russia the Cossack General Kaledin gathered a counter- 
revolutionary army and began the civil war. The Soviet 
Government was anxious to dispatch troops to the south, 
where the Red coal-mining district of the Donetz was exposed 
to Kaledin’s offensive. The Ukraine, like a wedge, separated 
northern from southern Russia. The Ukrainian Rada refused 
to allow the passage of Red troops through its territory. Should 
the Soviets now bow to the Radars decision in deference to the 
Ukraine’s right of self-determination, even though this might 
deliver southern Russia to the White armies? The dilemma 
did not end here. The Soviet revolution was, in fact, spreading 
to the Ukraine, too; and a strenuous fight developed there 
between the Ukrainian Soviets and the Rada, The Rada was 
dispersing the Soviets by armed force. Should Red Petersburg 
stand by and do nothing while Red Kiev and Kharkov were 
submerged by their native counter-revolution? 

The Commissar of Nationalities did not hesitate long. He 
described tlie dilemma to the third All-Russian Congress of the 
Soviets, which met in January 1918, and advocated a revision 
of policy: the principle of self-determination for the small 
* J. Stalin, Sochinenyay vol. iv, pp. 6-14. 
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nations ‘ought to be understood as the right of self-determina- 
tion not of the bourgeoisie but of the toiling masses of a given 
nation. The principle of self-determination ought to be used 
as a means in the struggle for socialism and it ought to be 
subordinated to the principles of socialism.’^ On behalf of the 
Mensheviks Martov criticized the Commissar of Nationalities. 
Why, he asked, did the Bolsheviks grant independence to the 
Finnish bourgeoisie but not to the Ukrainian? Why did Stalin 
urge support for the Ukrainian Soviets, while Trotsky, already 
negotiating for peace at Brest Litovsk, asked only that plebiscites 
be held in Poland and the other German occupied borderlands? 
Stalin’s answer was that there was no difference between his 
and Trotsky’s view-points; but no Soviets existed in Poland and 
the other borderlands; and the Bolsheviks had no intention of 
‘inventing’ them or of creating them artificially. But in the 
Ukraine the Soviets were already in existence and the Bolshe- 
viks could not go back from the Soviets to ‘bourgeois parlia- 
mentarism’. The Congress agreed with the Commissar of 
Nationalities. 

Another revision of principle was contained in a sketchy 
motion which Stalin submitted to the same Congress on the 
constitution of the Soviet State. The motion provided for a 
federal organization of the Soviets.* In his treatise on the 
nationalities Stalin had, like Lenin, opposed federalism. The 
oppressed peoples, so he then argued, were free to break away 
from Russia altogether; but if they chose to remain part of 
Russia they would have to accept the centralized structure of 
the new state, because modern economy required a high degree 
of power at the centre and because barriers between various 
nationalities in the same state were politically undesirable. This 
was Stalin’s view in 1913. At the beginning of 1918 it became 
clear that the Soviets could not afford the separation of all the 
smaller nations. A federal Constitution of the new state seemed 
to strike the most convenient balance between the needs of 
Bolshevik Russia and the demands of the small nations. 


However, the time for real Constitution-making had not yet 
^ come. The Soviet Government was not yet master in its own 
* Ibid., pp. 31-2. * Ibid., pp. 32-3. 
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home. It had just been compelled to carry out another coup in 
order to retain power. In the first days of January 1918 it dis- 
persed the Constituent Assembly which had refused to endorse 
its revolutionary measures : the establishment of workers’ con- 
trol over industry, nationalization of banks, expropriation of 
landlords, and the appeal for the immediate opening of peace 
negotiations that had been addressed by Trotsky to all belliger- 
ents. The Assembly, elected on the basis of a law that had been 
worked out under Kerensky, probably did not reflect the swing 
in the mood of the country that took place on the eve of the 
October revolution. Its dispersal presented no difficulty. The 
Assembly was incapable of rallying any section of the people 
in its defence. By dispersing it, the Bolsheviks and the left 
Social revolutionaries pulled up the first Russian shoot of 
parliamentary democracy by its root. The Soviets remained 
the only representative institution and the only repository of 
power. 

A much graver crisis developed over the problem of war and 
peace. The Bolsheviks had hoped that the revolution would 
spread over Europe like wildfire and bring hostilities to an end. 
This did not happen. In spite of all the ‘fraternization’ in the 
trenches between Russian and German troops, a practice 
encouraged by the Bolsheviks in the hope that it would make 
the Germans catch the germ of revolution, the Kaiser’s army 
had so far lost little or nothing of its fighting capacity. Great 
Britain, France, and Italy, encouraged by the entry of the 
United States into the war, were in no mood to talk peace. 
Russia was unable to continue the fight. Her list of casualties 
was prodigious; and the equipment and armament of her forces 
was worse than miserable. The new Government was pledged 
to end the war at once; and it would be judged by whether it 
kept that pledge or not. The agrarian revolution dealt the final 
blow to the armies in the field. The mouzhiks deserted the 
trenches and rushed home to take part in the share-out of the 
landlords’ estates. ‘They voted for peace . . . with their feet’, 
according to Lenin’s saying. The Soviets could do nothing but 
sue for a separate peace. 

Peace could be obtained only on German terms. These 
included the annexation by Germany, in one form or another, 
of Poland, the Baltic states, and part of the Ukraine, the lands 
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that had anyhow been occupied by German forces. Yet the 
Bolsheviks had committed themselves to the conclusion of a 
^ peace ‘without annexations and indemnities’. This had been 
one of the stock slogans of their agitators. They had gone even 
farther and often said that they would make peace only with 
a revolutionary German Government, not with the servants of 
the Kaiser. Once again ideals and reality were in irrecon- 
cilable conflict. 

Lenin did his best to drive home to his colleagues the absolute 
hopelessness of the situation and to persuade them to accept 
peace. They had to bow, he argued, to the impositions of 
German imperialism in order to save their young, unconsoli- 
dated Republic. The revolution in Germany and in the rest 
of Europe was delayed ; and it would be nipped in the bud if 
in the meantime the Russian revolution were to be crushed by 
the weight of German arms. The survival of the Soviets, even 
if bought at the price of humiliation and a seeming negation 
of principle, would eventually encourage the European prole- 
tariat to revolt. The ground now ceded would not be lost for 
long, because they would use the dearly bought respite to pre- 
pare themselves for the return match. 

At first, Lenin’s exhortations fell on deaf ears. The over- 
whelming majority of his colleagues and followers stood for 
‘revolutionary war against German imperialism’. Bukharin 
headed the party of war or the left Communists, as they came 
to be called. He argued that peace would untie the hands of 
the Kaiser’s Government for the struggle against incipient 
revolution at home. The Russian revolution would disgrace 
itself if, to save its own skin, it betrayed German and inter- 
national socialism, and acquiesced in the annexation of foreign 
lands by the Hohenzollern Empire. Even if the Soviets were 
to go under in unequal battle, their defeat and destruction 
would still be preferable to their existence in shame and 
treachery. Their example would inspire others to resume or 
continue the fight as did the heroic example of the Paris Com- 
mune half a century before. Lenin, they argued, was urging 
the Bolsheviks to sacrifice life’s only end for the sake of mere 
living. 

Trotsky, who conducted the peace parleys at Brest Litovsk, 
remained outside the two factions. He agreed with Lenin that 
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the Soviets were incapable of waging a revolutionary war; but 
he also agreed with Bukharin that they would disgrace them- 
selves if they accepted the peace terms. At Brest Litovsk he 
dragged out the negotiations in the hope that in the meantime 
the German revolution might begin to stir. He produced before 
the amazed and irritated German and Austrian generals and 
diplomats his most brilliant fireworks of revolutionary oratory 
designed to expose the wickedness of the German Diktat and 
to shock the conscience of the German working classes. But the 
harvest of his revolutionary propaganda was slow in ripening; 
and meanwhile the life and death dilemma had to be solved. 
Trotsky succeeded in persuading the Central Committee to 
reverse its vote in favour of revolutionary war and to adopt his 
own formula: ‘Neither war nor peace.’ Events were soon to 
expose the escapist nature of that formula. The Soviets had to 
opt either for war or for peace. To ‘choose neither’ was a 
gesture becoming the propagandist and the journalist, but not 
the statesman and the politician. 

Where did Stalin stand in this dramatic controversy? He 
was unmoved by the exhortations of the left Communists and 
by their preachings on revolutionary morality. The idea that 
the Russian revolution should sacrifice itself for the sake of 
European revolution was completely alien to him, even though 
Lenin, for all his realism, was chary of dismissing it lightly. To 
the man who had spent most of his active life in Baku and 
Tiflis, European revolution was a concept too hazy and remote 
to influence his thinking on matters which might determine the 
life and the death of the Soviet Republic, that same Republic 
whose still feeble but tangible reality he himself had helped to 
create. Nor was he impressed by Trotsky’s attitude. He could 
only shrug his shoulders or mock at the idea that the appeals 
to the German proletariat made by Trotsky from Brest Litovsk 
would in any way affect the balance of forces at the fronts. He 
voted with Lenin and his tiny faction for peace. Lenin derided 
the left Communists as people who said ‘we bank on the inter- 
national Socialist movement; and we are therefore free to 
commit stupidities’. He compared Bukharin and his followers 
to the Polish nobleman — the szlachcic — ‘who dying in a beauti- 
ful posture, with the sword by his side said : peace is shame, war 
is honour. They argue from the view-point of the szlachcic. I am 
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Speaking from the view-point of the peasant’, said Lenin.’ Who 
could understand such language better than the son of Georgian 
peasants? 

Stalin was not prominent in the debates which raged for the 
next two months in the Central Committee, the Government, 
at the fourth Congress of the Soviets, and at the seventh Con- 
gress of the party. (He was, incidentally, rather inconspicuous 
at any of the great debates, the true tournaments of ideas, in 
which the party periodically indulged during Lenin’s lifetime.) 
But he said enough at a session of the Central Committee to 
show which way his mind worked: ‘In accepting the slogan 
of revolutionary war we play into the hands of imperialism. 
Trotsky’s attitude is no attitude at all. There is no revolution- 
ary movement in the west, there are no facts [indicating the 
existence] of a revolutionary movement, there is only a poten- 
tiality; and we in our work cannot base ourselves on a mere 
potentiality. If the Germans begin to advance this will 
strengthen the counter-revolution in this country. ... In 
October we talked about a holy war against imperialism, 
because we were told that the one word “peace” would raise 
revolution in the west. This has not been borne out. . . 
Though he voted with Lenin there was a subtle difference in 
the emphasis of their arguments. Lenin, as usual, kept his eye 
on the facts and the potentialities of the situation and spoke 
about the delay in the development of the revolutionary move- 
ment in the west. Stalin grasped the facts and dismissed the 
potentialities — ‘there is no revolutionary movement in the 
west’. True, he added that if Trotsky’s ‘neither peace nor war’ 
were to be accepted ‘this would create the worst possible con- 
ditions for the revolutionary movement in the west’, thereby 
implying that he, too, was concerned with that aspect of the 
problem. But in the context of his reasoning, this was hardly 
more than a casual tribute to obligatory Bolshevik parlance. 
The real weight of his argument was in his denial of the actuality 
of the revolutionary movement in the west and in his sour 
remark about the exploded illusions of October. 

After many ups and downs in the stormy controversy which 
at times threatened to tear the party to pieces, after a break- 

* The Essentials of Lenin, vol. ii, pp. 304-5. 

* J. Stalin, Sochimnya, vol. iv, p. 27. 
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down of the armistice and a rapid new advance by the German 
army almost to the gates of Petersburg, after the signing of a 
separate peace with Germany by the Ukrainian Rada, after a 
merciless exposure of the military impotence of the Soviets, 
after Lenin’s many rousing appeals and cries of alarm, after all 
this, the majority of the Central Committee and of the rank and 
file finally swung over to support the peace party. On 3 March 
Sokolnikov, who had replaced Trotsky as the head of the Soviet 
delegation at Brest Litovsk, signed the peace terms. Lenin made 
no effort to embellish the act. Nobody was more outspoken 
than he in denouncing its ‘shamefulness’. He compared the 
treaty of Brest Litovsk to the humiliating and unjust peace of 
Tilsit which Napoleon imposed upon Prussia in 1807, and 
which progressive Prussian statesmen had used to carry out 
sweeping reforms at home and to prepare Prussia’s triumph.* 
He prophesied a revolutionary war in the near future. By the 
end of the year the German and Austrian monarchies with all 
their military might had crumbled into dust; and a revolution- 
ized German army was evacuating the Ukraine. So the peace 
of Brest Litovsk was automatically annulled. 

The controversy over Brest Litovsk had a complex after- 
math. Its political consequences were manifold. The left 
Communists were unreconciled. Though they were defeated 
over the immediate issue, they represented a significant mood 
in the party, an ideological malaise, an uneasiness with the 
compromises and the opportunism into which the victorious 
revolution had been and still would be driven more than once. 
They represented the unsophisticated, quixotic or Utopian 
fidelity to first principles, the unreasoning purity of revolu- 
tionary faith. Suppressed or defeated at one stage, that mood 
would reappear at the next; and, constantly changing its form 
and expression and even its mouthpieces, it would long trouble 
the Bolshevik mind. 

A more specific consequence of Brest Litovsk was the break- 
up of the coalition between the Bolsheviks and left Social 
Revolutionaries. The latter resigned from the Government in 
March. Their motives were in part identical with those of the 
left Communists; in part they were dictated by ordinary 
nationalism. From now on power would be exercised by a 
* The Essentials of Lenin, vol. ii, pp. 290-5. 
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single party. Government by a single party had hitherto not 
been a plank in the Bolshevik programme. But the course of 
events was such that the Bolsheviks could not help becoming 
the country’s sole rulers after their partners had refused to share 
responsibility for the peace. Alone in office, they still refrained 
from suppressing their opponents, except for the extreme right, 
the initiators of the civil war. Only in June 1918, when the 
civil war was already in full swing, were the Mensheviks and 
the right wing Social Revolutionaries temporarily outlawed, on 
the ground that some of their members sided with the White 
Guards. The Mensheviks were again permitted to come into 
the open in November of the same year when they pledged 
themselves to act as a loyal opposition within the framework of 
the Soviet regime. 

But already in July the left Social Revolutionaries provoked 
the first real outburst of Bolshevik terror. In an attempt to 
disrupt the peace and to force the Bolsheviks back into war 
against Germany, the left Social Revolutionary Jacob Blumkin 
assassinated the German Ambassador Count von Mirbach. A 
series of insurrections staged by the same party broke out in 
various places including Moscow, to which the Government 
transferred its seat after the conclusion of peace. On 30 August 
Lenin was wounded and two other Bolshevik leaders, Uritsky 
and Volodarsky, were assassinated by Social Revolutionaries. 
Trotsky narrowly escaped an attempt on his life. The Bol- 
sheviks officially retorted with mass reprisals; and their self- 
defence was at least as savage as the onslaught to which they 
had been subjected. The spirit of those days can be gauged 
from a dispatch which Stalin sent to Sverdlov from Tsaritsyn, 
the future Stalingrad, whither he had gone as a political com- 
missar: ‘The War Council of the Northern Caucasian Military 
Region, having learned about the wicked attempt of capitalist 
hirelings on the life of the greatest revolutionary, the tested 
leader and teacher of the proletariat. Comrade Lenin, answer 
this base attack from ambush with the organization of open and 
systematic mass terror against the bourgeoisie and its agents.’* 
The message was signed by Stalin and Voroshilov, the Com- 
mander of the Tsaritsyn army. The Cheka (the Extraordinary 
Commission), the forerunner of the O.G.P.U., directed by the 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. iv, p. 128. 
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Pole Dzerzhinsky, began a feverish activity which did not shrink 
from the shooting of hostages. The party responsible for the 
attempts and assassinations was, of course, outlawed. Such were 
the passions let loose by the peace of Brest Litovsk and such 
were its sombre consequences. Where he was posted, at Tsar- 
itsyn, Stalin kept his word. The Red terror in the town, which 
was to bear his name, soon became a byword, just as the 
atrocities of the young Jacobin Fouche in Lyons were a by- 
word in France nearly 130 years before. Terror and counter- 
terror inexorably grew in a vicious and ever-widening spiral. 

Another less important consequence of the Brest Litovsk con- 
troversy concerned the personal standing of the various Bol- 
shevik leaders. Lenin emerged with enormous moral credit. 
He had shown that undogmatic logic and courage of conviction 
which enabled him to defy the party’s prevailing mood, and 
the extraordinary power of persuasion which enabled him in 
the end to sway the mind of the party. The party and the 
country which had seen and heard him but little during the 
actual upheaval in October could now gauge his real stature, 
the rare virtues of his mind and character. During the crisis the 
‘deserter and strike-breaker’ of October, Zinoviev, rallied to his 
side; and Lenin was as quick in forgetting an old grievance as 
he had been ruthless in voicing it. On the other hand, Trotsky 
suffered a temporary eclipse. He had laid bare an important 
weakness of his — a certain lack of plain realism, a propensity 
to verbal solutions and theatrical gestures in a situation which 
brooked neither. His eclipse was not serious. His moral author- 
ity was still second only to Lenin’s. He resigned from the Com- 
missariat of Foreign Affairs, where he was replaced by Ghicherin, 
and became the Commissar of War. In his new post he soon 
rose to a new climax of fame as the founder and builder of the 
Red Army. But among the leaders his attitude during the 
Brest Litovsk crisis was not forgotten; and it would be brought 
up against him several years later, in the bitter struggle over 
the succession to Lenin. 

Stalin’s position was correspondingly enhanced, though since 
the break-up of the coalition Government the Bolshevik trium- 
virate of the inner Cabinet ceased to exist. Since Stalin did 
not mount the rostrum to speak for peace in public, he made 
no gain in popularity. But he made himself even more 
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indispensable to Lenin in his fight against the ‘knights of the 
romantic phrase’ and the ultra-revolutionary dreamers. ‘Use 
the respite’, ‘discipline and organize yourselves’ — these were 
now Lenin’s instructions to his followers. In this prosaic new 
endeavour he believed he could rely upon the Commissar of 
Nationalities. 

The price for the respite had not yet been fully paid. The 
Republic still lived in fear of war which Germany might renew. 
The peace treaty had to be implemented, clause by clause, each 
more humiliating than its predecessor. One clause provided for 
the separation of the Ukraine from Russia. It was with this in 
mind that on 2 April 1918, soon after the signing of the peace, 
Stalin urged the Soviet Government at once to open peace 
negotiations with the Ukrainian Rada: for with it the Soviets 
were still at war.^ The Council of the People’s Commissars 
hesitated for nearly a month. The reason for its hesitation was 
this: just before the signing of the peace the Bolsheviks had 
staged a coup in the Ukraine and formed a Government of their 
own, a rival to the Rada. Stalin himself had officially kept in 
touch with the Ukrainian Soviets and even instructed them to 
send their delegates to Brest Litovsk. His present motion 
amounted to a disavowal of the Ukrainian Soviets in favour 
of the Rada. This must have seemed to the Council of Com- 
missars to be expediency carried too far; and so for a month 
no decision was taken. Meanwhile the German Command 
ordered the military occupation of the whole of the Ukraine. 
On 27 April the Council of Commissars finally agreed to open 
negotiations with the Rada and appointed Stalin head of the 
Soviet delegation w'hich was to meet the Ukrainian envoys at 
Kursk. The negotiations had hardly begun when the news came 
that the German Command had deposed the mildly Socialist 
Rada and substituted a puppet Government headed by the 
monarchist Hetman Skoropadsky. German forces now occupied, 
in addition to the Ukraine, the purely Russian industrial areas 
on the Black Sea, Taganrog and Rostov-on-Don as well as the 
Crimea. 

The cease-fire on the Ukrainian front, ordered by Lenin and 
Stalin on 5 May, came too late to retrieve the situation. Stalin 

* See Biographical Chronicle, op. cit., p. 447, and Leninskii Sbormk, vol. xviii, 
pp. 64-8. 



194 stalin: a political biography 

returned from Kursk to Moscow to consult the Government. 
The question arose whether the Bolsheviks should parley with 
Skoropadsky’s puppet Government which was highly unpopular 
in the Ukraine. Stalin was not tormented by scruples. In an 
interview with the Izoestya^ he stated that ‘so far the present 
upheaval in the Ukraine has not adversely affected the peace 
parleys. On the contrary, one may assume that the upheaval 
in the Ukraine docs not rule out the possibility of peace being 
concluded between the Soviet and the Ukrainian Govern- 
ments.’* The events, he went on, had only demonstrated the 
futility of the Rada which tried to take up a half-way position 
between German imperialism and Bolshevism. Skoropadsky, 
the open counter-revolutionary^ and German puppet, so Stalin 
carefully hinted, might even prove a more solid partner for 
peace negotiations. He was rapidly learning his lessons in the 
school of expediency. 


As all the western borderlands of Russia had been occupied 
by German forces, the scope of the work which Stalin could 
perform as the Commissar of Nationalities shrank to insig- 
nificance. Even in his native Caucasus he could do but little. 
The Germans occupied Georgia, without a protest from the 
Georgian Menshevik Government. The Turks moved into 
Batum. Events in the Caucasus confirmed Stalin in his con- 
viction that the small nations, between the hammer of German 
militarism and the anvil of Bolshevism, were in no position to 
preserve even nominal independence. While the Bolsheviks let 
them use their right of self-determination, they were one after 
another falling a prey to German imperialism. For a while Stalin 
turned his attention to the uncivilized, backward tribes which 
inhabited the east of Russia, the borderland between Europe 
and Asia. To bring those races and tribes within the frame- 
work of the Soviets was in some respects much easier, and in 
others much more difficult, than to sovietize the more advanced 
nationalities on Russia’s western fringe. The political aspira- 
tions of Tartars, Bashkirs, or Turkmens were very primitive. 
No strong separatist tendencies developed among them. It 
was, however, a formidable task to adjust their pre-capitalist, 

* J. Stalin, Sochtnenya, vol. iv, p. 83. 
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often pre-feudal and even nomad ways of life to the Marxist, 
Communist policies of the central Government. Stalin made a 
first attempt at tackling the job when, in the middle of May 
1918, he sponsored the Republic of Tartars and Bashkirs, which 
was to be part of the Soviet Russian Federation. 

No sooner had the attempt been made than it had to be 
abandoned because of the new dangers that beset the Soviets. 
In the spring and summer of 1918 the White Armies scored 
great successes which for a time reduced the area over which 
the Soviet writ ran to the Grand Duchy of Muscovy. In the 
east the Czechoslovak Legion, composed of former prisoners 
of war, made common cause with the White Guards and in a 
lightning advance occupied within a few weeks all the vital 
strategic and economic centres in Siberia, in the Urals, and on 
the middle reaches of the Volga. The newly formed Tartar- 
Bashkir Republic was already lost to the Soviets. In August 
the Whites seized Kazan, which created a direct threat to 
Moscow. In the south General Krasnov’s Cossacks attempted 
to advance northwards and to join hands with the White forces 
at Kazan. In their advance they cut the rail connexion between 
Tsaritsyn and Moscow. The Soviet capital was thus cut off 
from the northern Caucasus which was, after the loss of the 
Ukraine and Siberia, its only granary. The bread ration for 
workers in Petersburg and Moscow went down to about one 
ounce a day. At the same time. Allied forces, still locked in 
combat on the western front, began operations against the 
Bolsheviks. American troops disembarked in Siberia. The 
British occupied Archangel in the north and Baku in the south. 
It was while the military strength of the Soviets was at its nadir 
that the revolts of the Social Revolutionaries and the attempt 
on Lenin’s life took place. 

At that moment of supreme danger, nearly all members of 
the Government left Moscow and hurried to the most vital sectors 
of the front. At the Kremlin Lenin with a few technical assistants 
directed the entire struggle, keeping in constant touch with 
the men on the spot. Two men were sent to retrieve the position 
where it looked most menacing. To try to save the capital from 
the military threat the Commissar of War, Trotsky, set out in 
his armoured train, which was to become legendary in the civil 
war, to Svyazhsk, near Kazan. Stalin, accompanied by an 
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armed guard of nearly battalion strength, went to Tsaritsyn on 
the Volga to try to save the capital from the starvation that 
threatened it. He was to arrange the transport of grain from 
the northern Caucasus to Moscow. His assignment, which was 
essentially civilian, was expected to last a short time, after which 
he was to proceed farther south to Baku. But his stay at Tsari- 
tsyn was prolonged by unforeseen circumstances; and the longer 
it lasted the deeper did he involve himself in the conduct of 
the civil war in the south and in a controversy with Trotsky, 
until in the end his trip to the Volga town became a landmark 
in his career. 

The day after his arrival, on 7 June, he reported to Lenin on 
his first moves. ^ He found a ‘bacchanalia of profiteering’ in the 
Volga area and his first step was to decree the rationing of food 
and control of prices at Tsaritsyn. The Soviet official in charge 
of trade would be arrested. ‘Tell Schmidt [the Commissar of 
Labour] not to send such rascals any more.’ This was the 
language of the energetic administrator with a penchant for 
control and repression — both, given all the circumstances, prob- 
ably justified. He had no liking for the ultra-democratic chaos 
that was left over from the revolution. ‘Railway transport has 
been completely disorganized by the joint efforts of a multitude 
of Collegiums and revolutionary Committees.’ After they had 
deposed the old managements in industry and administration, 
the Bolsheviks first tried control by committee. They were now 
engaged in scrapping that ultra-democratic but unworkable 
system and re-establishing individual management and indivi- 
dual responsibility. The left Communists passionately objected 
to the change. Stalin left no doubt where he stood. He 
appointed commissars to overcome the chaos in transport. 

After a month at Tsaritsyn he asked for special military 
powers on the southern front. In view of the operations of 
Krasnov’s Cossacks, the provisioning of Moscow had become 
primarily a military matter. In reply to a communication from 
Lenin on the outbreak of the Social Revolutionary mutinies, 
he assured Moscow that ‘everything will be done to prevent 
possible surprises here. Rest assured that our hand will not 
tremble.’^ The rail connexion between Tsaritsyn and the farm- 
ing land of the northern Caucasus ‘has not yet been restored. 

* J. Stalin, vol. iv, pp. 11G-17. ^ ibid., p. 118. 
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I I am driving and scolding everybody who needs it. Rest assured 
i that we shall spare nobody, neither ourselves nor others, and 
T that we shall deliver the bread. . . In his messages practical 
I soberness mixed with a queer relish for expressions of ruthless 
I determination. 

I The same message in which he asked for military powers gave 
I the first hint of his conflict with Trotsky. It contained the 
following remark: Tf only our war “specialists” (the shoe- 
’ makers !) had not slept and been idle, the line would not have 
; been cut ; and if the line is restored this will be so not because 
; of the military but in spite of them.’’* This was the point over 
: which the famous Tsaritsyn dispute started. 

^ A few months before, after the comj)lete disintegration of the 
old army, Trotsky had begun to build up the Red Army, first 
with volunteers and then widi called-up workers and peasants. 
As the new army had no staff corps, Trotsky put officers of the 
old Tsarist army in charge of newly formed divisions and regi- 
^ ments; but, since the political reliability of the ex-officers was 
j doubtful, he attached to them Communists as political com- 
i missars. The ‘military specialists’ were to train the army and 
t lead it in battle, while the commissars were to watch the con- 
duct of the officers, prevent, if need be, treason on their part, 
and ‘educate politically’ the rank and file. Each military order 
had to be signed by the commander and the commissar; and 
both were to enforce military discipline. The novel and bold 
experiment was at first viewed with apprehensive scepticism 
by the leaders of the party ; it aroused the most violent opposi- 
tion on the part of the left Communists. Lenin himself dropped 
his doubts only when he learned from Trotsky that about 40,000 
‘specialists’ had already been employed in the Red Army and 
that the whole military machine of the Republic would crumble 
if they were to be dismissed. Impressed by the shrewdness of 
the experiment, he threw the weight of his influence behind 
Trotsky, describing his move as the building of socialism with 
the bricks left over from the demolished old order, an indis- 
pensable method of building.^ 

Indispensable as it was, the experiment did not work smoothly. 

* Ibid., pp. 1 18-19. 

2 Lenin, Sochinenyaj vol. xxiv, pp. 65-6; L. Trotsky, Kak Vooruzhalas Revolutsya^ 
vol. i, pp. 154-73. 
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Cases of treason by ex-officers were frequent; and they were the 
more frequent the poorer the military chances of the Soviets 
looked in the eyes of the officers. At the height of the civil war 
commanders of regiments, divisions, and even armies, went 
over to the \A'hite Guards, sometimes followed by their troops. 
Each case of treason strengthened the opponents of Trotsky and 
Lenin. There was nervous tension and suspicion at all levels 
of the military command, from company headquarters up to 
the General Staff, where a former Tsarist Colonel Vatzetis was 
promoted by Trotsky to be Commander-in-Chief. Relations 
between commissars and officers were exacerbated by the 
suspiciousness of the former, often expressed in rude, boorish 
forms, and the hurt pride of the latter. The issue was only part 
of a wider controversy. Trotsky was bent on merging a multi- 
tude of loose partisan detachments and Red Guards into a 
uniform army with an effective system of central command, 
administration, and supply. The transition was obstructed by 
many leaders of the Red guerrillas who had already distin- 
guished themselves in the civil war and to whom subordination 
to conservative officers was, naturally enough, most repugnant. 
The more sophisticated left Communists objected on principle 
to centralization of military authority. They reminded Lenin 
and Trotsky of the emphatic promises they had made before 
the seizure of power that the Soviets would abolish the standing 
army (as well as the political police) once for all and replace 
it by people’s militias. Like many other Bolshevik pledges made 
before October, this promise, too, had to be abandoned. 

Tsaritsyn was the centre of bitter opposition to the new mili- 
tary policy. The commander of the Tenth Army which had its 
headquarters there was Klim Voroshilov, the worker who, ten 
years before, was Stalin’s colleague on the Bolshevik Committee 
of Baku and led the trade union of the oil workers. Voroshilov 
himself had been a non-commissioned officer during the war 
Another commander on the spot was Budienny, an ex-sergeant- 
major, a regular in the cavalry and a distinguished guerrilla 
leader. Ordjonikidze was political commissar with the Tenth 
Army. On his arrival Stalin found himself amid old friends 
bound together by memories of old fights. It was almost as if 
the old Baku Committee had been transferred to the head- 
quarters of the Tenth Army. This alone must have disposed 
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him sympathetically towards the ‘Tsaritsyn group’, even if he 
had viewed their doings with a critical eye. 

The Tsaritsyn group refused to submit to the authority of the 
commander of the southern front, Sytin, a former Tsarist officer. 
Complaints about Voroshilov’s insubordination were repeatedly 
wired from the command of the southern front to the General Staff 
and from the General Staff to Trotsky. Trotsky, in his turn, 
showered exhortations, injunctions, orders, and remonstrances 
on the Tsaritsyn headquarters. Several instances of treason com- 
mitted by ‘specialists’ on the spot increased the obstinacy of the 
‘N.C.O.s’ opposition’, as Trotsky labelled the Tsaritsyn group.* 

Stalin’s sympathy with the opposition is at first sight puzzling, 
even if allowance is made for his old connexion with Voroshilov. 
In the Government and the Central Committee he stood for 
central authority and discipline. His own capacity for enforcing 
by stern means discipline on confused and semi-anarchist ele- 
ments was one of the chief qualities for which he was valued. 
What then disposed him to comply with the defiance of autho- 
rity at Tsaritsyn? The plebeian distrust of the Tsaritsyn group 
for the old intelligentsia, for the ‘gentry’ to whom the ex-officers 
belonged, probably struck a chord in the commissar of Georgian 
peasant stock. Nor were all the rights in the controversy on one 
side and all the wrongs on the other. Budienny, for instance, 
urged the High Command to form a Red Cavalry and to use 
it in large massed formations or even as a separate army. The 
imaginative idea of the ex-sergeant-major was cold-shouldered 
by the military specialists in much the same way as other 
specialists dismissed proposals for the use of tanks in mass forma- 
tion at the beginning of the Second World War. Budienny’s 
idea was at first rejected also by Trotsky, who feared that the 
cavalry would have to consist mainly of the Cossacks, Russia’s 
born horsemen, who were unfriendly towards the Soviets. Only 
some time later did Trotsky issue his order: ‘Proletarians to 
horse’, which embodied the idea and started the most romantic 
legend of the civil war, the legend of the Red Cavalry and its 
commander Budienny.^ Meanwhile, at Tsaritsyn, the ex- 

* L. Trotsky, Kak Vooruzhalas Revolutsya, vol. ii, pp. 59-65, 92-6, and K. Voro- 
shilov, Lenin^ Stalin t Krasnaya Armya, pp. 70-5. 

* K. Voroshilov, op. cit., p. 56; L. Trotsky, Stalin, p. 274; E. Wollcnbcrg, The 
Red Army, p. 97. 
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sergeant-major vented his frustration and resentment towards 
the General Staff and the Commissar of War; and he found a 
willing and attentive listener in Stalin. 

The chief reason for Stalin’s patronage of the Tsaritsyn 
group, however, lay elsewhere — in the incipient rivalry between 
himself and Trotsky. For several years to come the public was 
to hear nothing about it, because the antagonism was to develop 
and grow in bitterness behind the closed doors of the Polit- 
bureau. Even in the Politbureau, under Lenin’s watchful eyes, 
the antagonists comported themselves with relative discretion 
so that even the initiated missed the whole ferocity and bitter- 
ness of the rivalry. Yet the set-up in the Government before the 
break up of the coalition with the Social Revolutionaries almost 
invited this rivalry. In the inner Cabinet the Bolsheviks were 
represented by Lenin, Trotsky, and Stalin. Stalin was the 
junior member of that trio. The two senior members were 
enveloped in fame and popular affection. In common parlance 
their names were hyphenated. The Government was usually 
referred to as the Government of Lenin-Trotsky. The party, 
too, was first in Russia and then all over the world referred 
to as the party of Lenin-Trotsky by friend and foe alike. The 
appearance of the two men at congresses and meetings was 
invariably greeted with rapturous ovations. The enthusiasm 
of the young Republic spontaneously centred on the two 
leaders who needed no official claque to bolster them up. The 
junior member of the trio remained unknown. The contrast 
between his power and his obscurity would have been galling 
even to a person of lesser ambition and pride. It was unbear- 
able to the man who for all his extraordinary career had never 
since his early youth been able to still his yearning for distinc- 
tion, the man whose nagging sense of inferiority had been 
perversely stirred even by his promotions, in which there was 
usually a strong element of chance. Lenin’s superiority gave 
him no hurt. He had been accustomed to take it for granted 
as an immutable circumstance, like their difference in age. 
But Trotsky’s ascendancy could not but rouse in him a sour 
resentfulness. His rival was his contemiX)rary — they had been 
born in the same year. Only a few years before, Stalin had, 
with Lenin’s whole-hearted approval, attacked Trotsky in the 
most contemptuous manner as ‘the champion with the faked 
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muscles’, ‘the grandiloquent poseur’, ‘the abject ally of the 
Menshevik liquidators’. There was an unpleasant irony in a 
situation in which he was so hopelessly overshadowed by 
Trotsky and had to see Trotsky constantly hailed as the great 
champion of the revolution and to hear his grandiloquence 
acclaimed by enthusiastic Bolshevik crowds. His resentment 
must have risen when, after the break with the Social Revolu- 
tionaries, the Government was overhauled and the trio dis- 
solved. Stalin’s influence in the Government now diminished 
as fortuitously as it had risen, while that of Trotsky grew with 
the steady increase in importance of the Commissariat of War, 
which, as the civil war developed, became the hub of Govern- 
ment. The seeds of his resentment and envy began to sprout 
at Tsaritsyn. 

Thus, the greatest and most violent feud in Russian history 
was trivial in its origin. It seems almost incongruous that the 
mighty current of events should have had its source in petty 
grudge and envy. Yet this is the undeniable fact. To be sure, 
much wider and more powerful motives, ideological and politi- 
cal, accounted for the conflict between Stalin and Trotsky in 
its later stages. Personal rivalry by itself would not have 
assumed the dimensions of that great drama in the course of 
which the whole life of the Soviet Republic and of the Com- 
munist International were gradually to be remoulded. But at 
its earliest stage the rivalry was purely personal ; and because 
of this it was narrow. There was at first nothing unusual or 
extravagant in it. In no way did it differ from the personal 
animosities that are usually found among leaders of the same 
party or Government in any country, and which provide the 
stuff for the gossip columns of the popular Press. The most 
pedantic student of their careers will not find any serious differ- 
ence of principle dividing the Commissar of War and the Com- 
missar of Nationalities at this point. (Even in the controversy 
over military policy, Stalin in the end openly sided with Trotsky 
or, rather, with Lenin who backed Trotsky.) Each of them in his 
way and in his own field worked for a common purpose. Both 
strained their very different abilities and energies to wrest the 
revolution from defeat. They were only human if, in following 
^ their revolutionary vocation, they did not divest themselves of 
personal ambitions and passions. 
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In his unfriendly attitude towards Trotsky, Stalin was not 
alone. The old workers of the underground, Lenin’s pro- 
fessional revolutionaries and organizers, had a distinct esprit de 
corps. To many of them Trotsky was a new-comer. His excep- 
tional status in the party vaguely offended their collective senti- 
ment. No caucus likes the brilliant outsider who joins the party, 
wins the heart of its following by storm, and towers high above 
the men of the caucus. True, in 1917, when Trotsky joined the 
Bolsheviks, he was received by tliem with open arms. But the 
party was then only striving for power; and Trotsky joined it 
in the days of the July crisis, when it was cornered by all its 
foes and did not know whether its next move would be to 
descend underground or to ascend to power. The adherence of 
a man of Trotsky’s stature gave a fillip to the party’s temporarily 
waning self-con fid cnce. The perils of civil war again cemented 
the ranks of the Bolsheviks, whose future, in so far as it was 
at all dependent on any individual, depended on the success 
or failure of the Commissar of War. The force of events still 
kept the caucus in its place. But there were always enough 
committee-men about with long memories of past feuds, 
whom it would not be difficult to turn against Trotsky, 
especially when new grievances gave new strength to old 
memories. 

The food transports from the northern Caucasus arrived in 
Moscow as Stalin had promised. Thus the Council of People’s 
Commissars had reason to be grateful to its envoy at Tsaritsyn. 
Stalin, having failed to receive an answer to his first and some- 
what timid request for special military powers, insistently re- 
peated his demand in a cable to Lenin dated 10 July 1918. 
The message, which was first published only in 1947, contained 
a violent attack on Trotsky, an attack which by implication 
was also a remonstrance with Lenin. If Trotsky continued to 
send his men to the northern Caucasus and the Don without 
the knowledge of the people on the spot, Stalin stated, then 
‘within a month everything will go to pieces in the northern 
Caucasus and we shall irretrievably lose that land. . . . Rub 

this in to Trotsky For the good of the cause military plenary 

powers are indispensable to me here. I have written about this 
but received no reply. All right, then. In that case I alone 
shall, without any formalities, dismiss those commanders and 
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commissars who ruin the job. . . . The lack of a paper mandate 
from Trotsky will, of course, not stop me.’* 

^ Technically, Stalin’s interference with military matters was 
illegal. His demand that no appointments be made by central 
headquarters without the knowledge of himself and Voroshilov 
was also beyond his terms of reference. However, matters of 
food and military operations were now interconnected; and 
Stalin felt that as a member of the Government and one of the 
top leaders of the party he was entitled to act as he did, what- 
ever his formal standing vis-d-vis the army. Trotsky, on his 
part, insisted that as long as Stalin was attached to Tsaritsyn 
headquarters he was subordinate to the higher military com- 
mand and should not use liis position in the Government or 
in the Central Committee to undermine military authority.^ 
Though Trotsky’s insistence on this was technically correct, it 
was psychologically unrealistic. Stalin had a strong sense of his 
high place in the hierarchy. He refused to climb down in front 
of his old friends. Lenin, whatever he may have thought about 
the tone of Stalin’s dispatches, was careful not to add fuel to 
the quarrel. He valued the work of both men, though he 
measured each of them with a different yardstick, and he was 
anxious to eliminate friction between them. Without showing 
Stalin’s most offensive dispatches to Trotsky and without trans- 
mitting all of Trotsky’s criticisms to Stalin, he tried to curb the 
one and placate the other. With Trotsky’s agreement, Stalin 
was granted the plenary powers he had asked for. He was, on 
the other hand, left in no doubt of the support given by Lenin 
to measures designed to strengthen the authority of the central 
command. 

It would be a dull matter to follow out the Tsaritsyn squabble 
in detail. The compromise proposed by Lenin did not remove 
friction. The direct wire between Moscow and Tsaritsyn con- 
tinued to tap out orders, threats, complaints, and exhortatory 
messages. (Dn one of Trotsky’s orders, Stalin wrote down the 
remark: ‘To be disregarded.’^ In September Voroshilov drove 
the White Guards back beyond the Don. Stalin reported the 
success to the Council of Commissars: ‘The enemy has been 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenyay vol. iv, pp. 120-1. 

^ * L. Trotsky, The Stalin School of Falsificationy pp. 206-8. 

^ K. Voroshilov, op. cit., p. 47; E. Yaroslavsky, Landmarks, p. 1 15. 



STALIN: A POLITICAL BIOGRAPHY 


204 

routed, the situation of Tsaritsyn is firm, the offensive con- 
tinues.’* Soon afterwards, during Stalin’s visit to Moscow,^ 
Lenin and Stalin sent a joint message with ‘fraternal greetings 
to the heroic commanders and troops of the Tsaritsyn front’. ^ 
The confident tone of these messages was ill founded, however, 
for Tsaritsyn was soon again surrounded by the .White Guards. 
Stalin’s trip to Moscow was caused by Trotsky’s repeated 
complaints. T insist categorically on Stalin’s recall’, Trotsky 
cabled Lenin. ‘Things arc going badly at the Tsaritsyn front 
in spite of superabundant forces. Voroshilov is capable of 
commanding a regiment, not an army of 50,000. However, I 
shall leave him in command of the Tenth Army, provided he 
reports to the commander of the Army of the South, Sytin. 
Thus far Tsaritsyn had not even sent reports of operations. . . . 
I have asked that reports on reconnoitring and operations be 
sent twice daily. If that is not done by to-morrow, I shall 
remand Voroshilov ... to court martial and shall publish the 
fact in an army order.’^ Trotsky repeated that threat in a 
personal interview with Voroshilov who at last gave way. 

Trotsky’s low view of the competence of the future Com- 
missar of War and Commander-in-Chief was shared by most 
Soviet generals in later years; and it was confirmed in 1941, 
when Voroshilov, as well as Budienny, utterly failed as com- 
mander in the war against Germany. Meanwhile, called to 
explain his attitude before the Revolutionary Council of War, 
Stalin shrewdly dissociated himself from the ‘N.C.O.s’ opposi- 
tion’ and sought, at least outwardly, reconciliation with Trotsky. 
On 1 1 October ig 18, just before the town was again surrounded 
by the Whites, he was sent back to Tsaritsyn. A few days later 
the besiegers were once again repulsed, and this time for good. 

It was this victory at Tsaritsyn that subsequently gave rise 
to an interminable controversy over the credit that should be 
claimed for it. In Trotsky’s version, a version that was upheld 
by most Soviet generals before the great purges of the thirties, 
the laurels were due to the Command of the southern front, 
whose forces broke the ring around Tsaritsyn from outside. 
Stalin, Voroshilov, and Budienny claimed the laurels for them- 
selves. This was one of those futile military squabbles which 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. iv, p. 129. 2 Ibid., p. 130. 

3 L. Trotsky, Stalin^ p. 288, and Kak Vooru:Jialas Revolutsya^ vol. i, pp. 350-1. 
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it is hardly possible or worth-while to resolve, and which derive 
an exaggerated importance only from the political setting in 
which they take place. In the Kremlin, the claims of the 
Tsaritsyn group were apparently dismissed, for it was precisely 
after the lifting of the siege on Tsaritsyn that Lenin finally 
yielded to Trotsky’s demand, recalled Stalin from the southern 
front, and gavcTrotsky a free hand in dealing with Voroshilov.* 
Years later the controversy was to be renewed by the Tsaritsyn 
group, whose claims formed part of Stalin’s military legend, 
itself an important though subsidiary point in Stalin’s much 
wider claim to supreme power. About five years after the event 
Tsaritsyn was renamed Stalingrad. In 1942, when Stalin 
resolved to fight the decisive battle of the Second World War 
on the approaches and in the streets of Stalingrad, he was 
actuated not only by the strategic realities of the situation. He 
was also prompted by what one might call a ‘Tsaritsyn fixa- 
tion’ : he defended before history his first legend, while creating 
a second that was much closer to fact. 

By the end of the summer of 1918 the danger that threatened 
Moscow from the east had been removed. As long as it existed 
the General Staff attached only secondary importance to the 
southern front. But in October the Czechs had been thrown 
back to the Urals, and Trotsky could turn his whole attention 
to the south, brooking no interference with his battle orders. 
The southern front was now too small for both antagonists. 
One of them had to go, and it was Stalin. Lenin did his best 
to sweeten the pill. He sent the President of the Republic 
Sverdlov to bring Stalin back to Moscow in a special train with 
all the necessary honours. The episode was characteristic of 
Lenin’s handling of the man: he had a shrewd eye for his weak- 
nesses and was very careful not to offend needlessly his touchi- 
ness and amour propre, Trotsky’s manner was the exact opposite. 
He underrated his opponent, made no allowance for his am- 
bition, and offended him at almost every step. This flowed 
from his natural manner rather than from deliberate intention. 
On its way to Moscow the train that carried Sverdlov and 
Stalin met Trotsky’s train which was bound for Tsaritsyn. 
Prepared by Sverdlov’s diplomatic labours, a meeting between 
the antagonists took place in Trotsky’s carriage. According to 

* L. Trotsky, Stalin, p. 289. 
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Trotsky’s version, Stalin somewhat meekly asked him not to 
treat the ‘Tsaritsyn boys’ too severely. Trotsky’s answer was 
sharp and haughty: ‘The fine boys will ruin the revolution which 
cannot wait for them to grow up.’ Subsequently Voroshilov 
was transferred from Tsaritsyn to the Ukraine. 

Stalin arrived in the capital just before the celebration of the 
first anniversary of the revolution. He wrote for Pravda a brief 
and dry summary of last year’s events : 

From beginning to end [he stated], the insurrection was inspired 
by the Central Committee of the party, with Comrade Lenin at its 
head. Lenin at that time liv^ed in Petersburg on the Vyborg side 
in a secret apartment. On 24 October, in the evening, he was called 
out to Smolny to assume general charge of the movement. All 
practical work in connexion with the organization of the uprising 
w'as done under the immediate direction of Comrade Trotsky, the 
IVesident of the Petersburg Soviet. It can be stated with certainty 
that the party is indebted primarily and principally to Comrade 
Trotsky for the rapid going over of the garrison to the side of the 
Soviet and the efficient manner in which the work of the Military 
Revolutionary Committee was organized.* 

Thirty years after it was written, Stalin’s appreciation of 
Trotsky’s role in the revolution sounds fantastically eulogistic. 
It was cut out by the author from his Collected Works in 1947. 
In the last twenty years no Soviet historian or writer has dared 
to quote it — so dangerously heretical have Stalin’s own words 
become. But at the time they were written they sounded like 
anything but a eulogy. Their purpose was subtly to belittle 
Trotsky’s role and to portray him, not quite in accordance with 
the facts, as a mere executor — a very able one, to be sure — of 
Lenin’s idea. This was the extreme limit to which Stalin could 
then go in venting his grudge; he could hurt his rival only with 
a thorn concealed in a bouquet. 


A few days after the first anniversary of the Russian revolu- 
tion, Germany and Austria were aflame with their own revolu- 
tions. The First World War came to an end. The thrones of 
the Hohenzollerns and the Habsburgs lay in the dust. Councils 

* This appreciation of Trotsky’s role has been omitted in Stalin’s Sochtnenya, 
vol. iv, p. 154, published in 1947. It is quoted from the official English edition of 
his October Revolution^ p. 30. 
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of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies — Soviets — sprang into 
existence in Berlin and Munich, Warsaw and Riga. Moderate 
Socialists took the reins of power in the defeated countries. The 
Bolsheviks were confident that the process would end in a 
European, if not a world-wide, ‘October’ ; that the Governments 
of the moderate Socialists would soon, very soon, be overthrown 
by the Socialists of the extreme left, just as Kerensky had been 
overthrown in Russia. \\"ithin weeks or months at the most the 
Russian revolution would be freed from isolation; and the 
foundations would be laid for international socialist society. 
The advanced, industrialized, and civilized countries of the 
west would lead the majestic movement and tow ‘backward, 
semi-Asiatic Russia’ towards a higher civilization. Intoxicated 
with illusion, the Bolshevik leaders, all of them, watched in 
hopeful suspense the course of events in the west. Those who, 
like Lenin, Trotsky, Kamenev, Lunacharsky, Zinoviev, Kol- 
lontai, Bukharin, and others, had spent many years as emigres 
in western Europe, read the auguries and interpreted them to 
their own people. Russia’s eyes were fixed on the west. 

In the nineteenth century^ one of the great divides in Russia’s 
spiritual and political life was that between the Westerners and 
the Slavophils, between those who strove to europeanize Russia 
and those who believed in Russia’s peculiar mission to develop 
a civilization of her own, cither independent from or distinctly 
opposed to that of western Europe. Russian Marxism was 
originally an offshoot of the ‘Western’ trend. In Bolshevism 
the two strands merged. As far back as 1913, on the occasion 
of the Chinese Republican Revolution, Lenin wrote about 
‘Backward Europe and Progressive Asia’.^ Viewing the urge 
for revolution and socialism as the most progressive feature of 
modern civilization he described the west, entangled in imperial- 
ism and conservatism, as ‘backward’ and the east, stirring with 
social change, as ‘advanced’. In so far as he applied this 
criterion, he may be said to have represented the ‘eastern’ 
trend, although his east, unlike that of the Slavophils, was not 
confined to Russia or the Slav peoples — it included the coloured 
races, the awakening colonial peoples. But Lenin remained 
a ‘Westerner’ in several senses. Progress to him meant the 
acceptance by the east of Marxism, the offspring of German 
* Lenin, Sochinenya, vol. xix, pp. 77-8. 
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by the Socialists of the extreme left, just as Kerensky had been 
overthrown in Russia. Within weeks or months at the most the 
Russian revolution would be freed from isolation; and the 
foundations would be laid for international socialist society. 
The advanced, industrialized, and civilized countries of the 
west would lead the majestic movement and tow ‘backward, 
semi-Asiatic Russia’ towards a higher civilization. Intoxicated 
with illusion, the Bolshevik leaders, all of them, watched in 
hopeful suspense the course of events in the west. Those who, 
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a civilization of her own, either independent from or distinctly 
opposed to that of western Europe. Russian Marxism was 
originally an offshoot of the ‘Western’ trend. In Bolshevism 
the two strands merged. As far back as 1913, on the occasion 
of the Chinese Republican Revolution, Lenin wrote about 
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modern civilization he described the west, entangled in imperial- 
ism and conservatism, as ‘backward’ and the east, stirring with 
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* Lenin, Sochinmyat vol. xix, pp. 77-8. 
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philosophy, English political economy, and French socialism. 
Moreover, he did not think that the east by itself could achieve 
final emancipation. The west, because ofits industrialization and 
higher organization was, after it had done away with imperial- 
ist capitalism, predestined to lead the east. According to circum- 
stances, the one or the other strand in his thought came to the 
fore. Now when the dawn of revolution seemed to rise over 
Europe, the ‘western’ element in Leninism assumed the greater 
weight. It was in those days that the Communist International, 
based, apart from the Bolsheviks, on the extreme left wing of 
western European socialism, was hastily formed. 

How did Stalin react to the new situation? He had little to 
say about the events in the west. This was the domain of the 
emigre leaders who spoke from their knowledge of the west and 
from their long study of its problems. Stalin’s contribution to 
the debate consisted, significantly, of two articles, one of which 
bore the title ‘Do not forget the East’, and the other — ‘Ex 
Oriente Lux’.* The man who had grown up among Russian, 
Tartar, and Persian oil workers and Georgian peasants on the 
borderline between Europe and Asia intimately identified him- 
self with the ‘eastern’ strand in Bolshevism. The fact is the 
more remarkable because the two strands were not at all dis- 
tinct; and none of the leaders, certainly not Stalin, was then 
aware of any potential disharmony between them. Any sug- 
gestion of a rationalized preference on the part of Stalin for 
the eastern element in the Bolshevik outlook at that stage would 
fly in the face of historical facts. His predilections were purely 
instinctive. In his view, too, it was ‘primarily there, in the 
west, that the chains of imperialism that have been forged in 
Europe and are strangling the whole world, will be broken’.^ 
But the remark on the importance of the west for the revolu- 
tion, though sweeping in form, was merely incidental. It was 
meant to give point to his warning: Do not forget the east. 
There was a touch of political jealousy for the attention which 
the west was now monopolizing in his words : ‘In such a moment 
the East with the hundreds of millions of peoples enslaved by 
imperialism, automatically fades from our view and is for- 
gotten.’ Speaking about a conference of Moslem Communists 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenyaj vol. iv, pp. 17 1-3, 177-82. 

* Ibid., p. 171. 
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who were out to start propaganda in Persia, India, and China, 
he insisted: ‘Once and for all you must learn the truth that he 
who wants the triumph of Socialism cannot afford to forget the 
East/ His other article, which dealt with the new upsurge of 
Bolshevism in the Ukraine, he wound up with the words: ^Ex 
Oriente lux. The west with its imperialist cannibals has become 
the centre of darkness and slavery. The task is to destroy that 
centre to the joy and jubilation of the toilers of all countries.’ 
This w^as the cri de cmr of the Baku committee-man installed in 
the Kremlin. In terms of Bolshevik strategy his insistence on 
the importance of the east was certainly legitimate; and his 
‘anti-western’ tone was vague enough not to cause any objec- 
tion. Nevertheless, the image of the revolutionary Socialist west 
was much dimmer in his mind than that of the west as the 
‘centre of darkness and slavery’. It would become even dimmer 
later on, during the Anglo-French intervention against the 
Bolsheviks, when Stalin wrongly dismissed the opposition to 
intervention inside Britain as a mere ‘trick’, designed, in fact, 
to further hostilities against Soviet Russia.* The ‘trick’ resulted 
in nothing less than the embargo placed by British dock workers 
on the shipment of munitions to Poland during the Soviet- 
Polish war in 1920. 

It is interesting to compare Stalin’s statements with, say, the 
Order of the Red Army and Navy — order no. 159 — which was 
issued by Trotsky on 24 October 1919, during Yudenich’s 
advance on Petersburg when the anti-British mood in Russia 
was at its strongest : 

Red fighters, on all fronts you are meeting with the hostile 
artifices of the English, It is from English guns that the counter- 
revolutionary troops fire at you. It is munitions of English make that 
you have found at the camps of Shenkursk and Onega, on the 
southern and western fronts. The prisoners you take have English 
equipment on them. The women and children of Archangel and 
Astrakhan are murdered and mutilated by English airmen and 
English high explosives. English ships shell our coasts. 

But even now, at the moment of the most bitter fight against 
England’s hireling Yudenich, I call upon you : never forget that this 
is not the only England that exists. Apart from the England of 
profits, violence, bribery and bloodthirstiness, there exists the 

* Ibid., p. ’319. 
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England of labour, of spiritual power, of great ideals and inter- 
national solidarity. It is the England of the Stock Exchange, the ^ 
vile and honourless England, that fights against us. Toiling Eng- 
land, its people, is with us.‘ 

How different were the tones and accents that mingled in 
the voice of Bolshevism in those days ! For the time being the 
western accents heavily overlaid the oriental ones; but it was 
to the oriental ones that the future belonged. 


The civil war reached its climax in 1919. This was the year 
of the most intensive inter\ ention of the western powers. Early 
in the year the White troops of Kolchak again advanced from 
the east and captured Perm. No sooner had Kolchak been 
repulsed than Denikin started his offensive in the south, seized 
Kiev and Kursk and pressed on towards Moscow. Almost 
simultaneously, in May, Yudenich marched on Petersburg, 
hoping to capture the city with the help of a ‘fifth column’ in 
the command of its garrison. Stalin was sent to the former 
capital to take charge of its defence. He unmasked the con- 
spirators, directed the military operations, and saved the city 
for the Soviets. In October Yudenich made another attempt 
at seizing Petersburg, an attempt which brought him right into 
its suburbs. This time Trotsky saved the city for the Soviets. 

It was in October that the situation was most critical, because 
both Moscow and Petersburg seemed to be within the grasp of 
the White Guards. The White forces were backed to the hilt 
by tlie British and the French. Kolchak, who proclaimed him- 
self dictator of Russia, w'as officially recognized by the Allied 
Supreme Council in Paris. Denikin was assisted by the Allied 
navies which had sailed into the Black Sea. French troops 
occupied Odessa. The British navy helped Yudenich in the 
Bay of Finland. Churchill in Great Britain and Clemenceau 
in France were the most determined protagonists of inter- 
vention. But neither the White generals — each of whom washed 
to reserve the role of Russia’s saviour exclusively for himself — 
nor the western powers were able to concert their actions ; and 
so the Bolsheviks disposed of their enemies one by one. In 
November 1919 White armies were in disorderly retreat on 

‘ Quoted from L. Trotsky, Mein Lehen^ p. 416. 
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all fronts. For the Revolution the civil war was virtually won. 
Its last act, the campaign against General Wrangcl in the south, 
^ which followed the Russo-Polish war in 1920, was minor beside 
the previous campaigns. In November Red Moscow cele- 
brated its triumph, awarding Trotsky and Stalin Orders of the 
Red Banner. 

Throughout the civil war, and indeed until 1925, Trotsky 
remained at the head of the Red Army; and he was acclaimed 
as the father of victory. Stalin, though awarded the highest 
order, was no more popular by the end of the civil war than 
at its beginning. The many histories and memoirs written by 
participants hardly ever mentioned his name. But it would be 
wTong to base on this fact alone conclusions about the part he 
played. By the light of the secret military correspondence of 
those days — some small proportion of which Stalin has pub- 
lished and another small proportion Trotsky — his role looms 
much larger than it did in the writings published while Trotsky 
was in power, though not nearly as large as in the official 
histories of the Stalinist era. 

About the strategic controversies of those days a whole litera- 
ture has been written, designed mainly to promote the legends 
of various claimants to power. As is only natural, none of the 
leaders was infallible. Each of them had shown shrewd judge- 
ment on some occasions and committed gross mistakes on others. 
Trotsky’s strategy against Kolchak was cautious to the point of 
timidity. When Kolchak’s troops were demoralised by defeat 
he refused to pursue them across the Urals; and it was on the 
|r insistence of Stalin, among others, that the Red Army resumed 
the pursuit and cleared most of Asiatic Russia of the White 
Guards. On the other hand, Trotsky’s plan for the campaign 
against Denikin in the south was, as events proved, brilliant in 
all respects. He proposed an offensive based on the mining 
area of the Donetz, the population of which was friendly 
towards the Red Army. The General Staff, however, supported 
by Lenin and Stalin, preferred to fight their campaign in the 
Don area inhabited by counter-revolutionary Cossacks. As 
during the October upheaval so now Trotsky had the sharper 
eye for the interplay of the social and the military factors in 
civil war. His plan was disregarded by his colleagues until 
Denikin’s advance to Orel compelled them to change their 
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mind. Again, when Yudenich was advancing on Petersburg 
for the second time, Lenin overrated the strength of the attacker 
and, to ensure that the defence of Moscow was adequate, 
pleaded for the surrender of Petersburg. Both Trotsky and 
Stalin stubbornly opposed this proposal and the event proved 
them right. These disputes did not reflect opposed political or 
strategic principles; they were caused by differences of views 
on what was militarily expedient. 

Stalin’s secret messages and reports from the various fronts 
show him in a different light from the one given by his public 
speeches and journalistic writings. The contrast between the 
styles of his public and his confidential statements is remarkable. 
It was on the platform and in the newspaper that his weak- 
nesses were most apparent. His language betrays an astonish- 
ing barrenness of imagination, rare even among politicians. It 
was dull, dry, colourless — ‘soporific’, as Trotsky called it. His 
arguments were unbearably repetitive, sprawling, and bristling 
with illogicalities. His images and metaphors were as a rule 
wildly incongruous. Happily, they were few and far between: 
not more than perhaps a score of metaphors occurred in all his 
writings over nearly twenty years; and not many more were to 
occur in the next thirty. Once his mind had seized an image 
he chewed upon it and returned to it over and over again with 
a monotony that revealed the narrowness of his vision. Face to 
face with a mass audience he was incapable of striking a spark 
either in himself or in the audience. This was not merely a 
literary or oratorical failing. The man felt ill at ease under 
public scrutiny, with the result that in public his voice acquired 
an uncannily ventriloquist ring. There was a rigid artificiality 
in his manner and style, the artificiality of utterly ineffectual 
histrionics. 

But what a different man emerges from his confidential 
service messages. Their style was most often clear and cutting, 
concise and precise. Here spoke the great administrator, free 
from the inhibitions that public appearance imposed upon him. 
Almost no trace of his wearisome repetitiveness, of his bizarre 
incongruities and miscarried mc^phors. Here the sober investi- 
gator, the inspector of danger spots, reported on his findings in 
straight and business-like terms. One could almost see him at 
the job: he had just arrived at his destination and was casting 
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a cool and disillusioned glance at the scene, at the weak joints 
of the military machine, at the confused array of commands, 
party committees, local Soviets, and so on. He formed his first 
opinion and reported it to Moscow. Now he began ‘chasing 
and scolding’ those around him, continuing the investigation, 
finding out new shortcomings or omissions either on the spot or 
in higher commands. Then he would form a small closely knit 
group of men on whom he felt that he could rely, promote 
these, dismiss others, court-martial still others, arrange for 
supplies, and again report to Moscow. In the tail of almost 
every message there was a sting for Trotsky. 

This was roughly the pattern of his messages from Perm, 
Petersburg, Smolensk, Serpukhov, and other places, a summary 
of which would have its place in a history of the civil war rather 
than in his biography. Perhaps the most remarkable of his 
inspections was that of Perm in the beginning of 1919. He went 
there together with Felix Dzerzhinsky, the head of the newly 
formed political police, to investigate the causes of a recent 
debacle in the Third Army. 

In our view [their Report, written by Stalin, stated] the weakness 
lies not only in the Third Army but also: i. in the General and 
Regional staffs which . . . sent . . . notoriously unreliable units to the 
front; 2. in the All-Russian Bureau of Political Commissars which 
sends children and not Commissars to the units formed in the rear; 
and 3. in the Revolutionary Military Council of the Republic which 
upset with its so-called directives and orders the administration of 
the fronts and the armies.* 

The semi-White reserves sent from the centre . . . could not be 
of any real help to the Third Army. Yet during the retreat the 
weariness and exhaustion of the Third Army were such that whole 
groups of soldiers lay down on the snow and begged the commissars 
to shoot them : ‘We have not enough strength to stand up, let alone 
march, we are worn out, finish with us, comrades.’ We must put 
an end to waging a war without reserves. . . . Reserves will be forth- 
coming only if the old system of calling up . . favoured by the 
General Staff, is radically changed and the personnel of the General 
Staff itself renewed. [This was an attack on Trotsky’s protege, the 
Commander-in-Chief Vatzetis. yatzetis was soon to be replaced by 
Stalin’s protege Kamenev, who," like his predecessor, had been a 
Tsarist staff officer.] 


J. Stalin, SochinenyOf vol. iv, p. 190 . 
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Unreliable people sit in the [local] Soviets; the committees * of 
poor peasants are in the hands of well-to-do peasants [kulaks] ; 
party organizations are weak, unreliable, unconnected with the 
centre; party work is neglected; and the local leaders try to com- 
pensate the general weakness of the party and Soviet institutions 
by the intensified work of the Chekas [political police], that have 
become the sole representatives of Soviet power in this province. . . . 
7 "he newspapers of the party and the Soviets at Perm and Vyatka 
work badly. . . . (You would find nothing in them, except empty 
phrases about “world social revolution”). . . . Yet, . . . out of 4,766 
officials of Soviet institutions of the town of Vyatka, 4,467 held the 
same jobs in the district administration under Tsardom. . . 

The numerous technical and political suggestions for reform 
culminated in a proposal that a special Commissariat be formed 
to control and supervise all the other branches of the administra- 
tion. The proposal was soon to be accepted and Stalin was to 
be put in charge of the new Commissariat. 

Lenin studied the messages with a discerning eye. He took 
the criticisms of Trotsky with a grain of salt. When Trotsky, 
annoyed at the charges, resigned, the Politbureau passed a 
unanimous motion solemnly entreating him to stay in office. 
(Stalin, who had obliquely asked for Trotsky’s dismissal, also 
cast his vote for the motion.) Stalin’s reputation as a great 
administrator, however, was enhanced by his numerous in- 
spections. When, some time after his appointment to the 
Commissariat of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspectorate, a 
prominent party man criticized the accumulation of so many 
important jobs in Stalin’s hands, Lenin replied: ‘We must have 
someone to whom any national representative can appeal. . . . 
Where is such a man to be found? I do not think Preobra- 
zhensky can point to anyone but Stalin. It is the same with the 
Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspectorate. The job is enormous. To 
cope with it there must be a man with authority at its head.’^ 

The campaigns against Denikin and Yudenich were followed 
by the Russo-Polish war, during which Stalin was political 
commissar on the southern sector of the front. In May 1920, 
the Polish army under the command of Marshal Pilsudski ad- 
vanced into the Ukraine and seized Kiev. Pilsudski’s victory 
was short-lived. His army operated under a decisive handicap: 

* J. Stalin, SochinenyOf vol. iv, p. 208. 

* Lenin, Sochinenya^ vol. xxvii, pp. 263-4. 
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it was met with hostility by the Ukrainian peasantry, who 
suspected that the victory of the Poles would lead to the re- 
establishment of the domination of the Polish landed gentry 
over the Ukrainian country-side. In June the Poles evacuated 
Kiev, hotly pursued by Tukhachevsky in the north and Yegorov 
and Budienny in the south. In a lightning offensive the Red 
Army reached the River Bug, which roughly separates ethno- 
graphic Poland from the Ukraine. Should it cross the Bug, 
carry the offensive into purely Polish lands and try to seize 
Warsaw? This was the question debated in the Politbureau. 
Lenin urged a continuation of the offensive, while Trotsky was 
in favour of offering peace to the Poles. Stalin at first shared 
Trotsky’s view, but then sided with Lenin. 

The issues at stake were momentous. Lenin hoped that the 
entry of the Red Army into Poland would spur on the Polish 
working class to Communist revolution. His main interest, 
however, was not in Poland but in Germany, which at the 
time was in a state of revolutionary ferment. His objective was 
to effect a junction between the Russian and the German 
revolutions. He played with the idea that communism in the 
west, not yet strong enough to seize power by itself, might be 
decisively strengthened by the advance of the Red Army. He 
wanted ‘to probe Europe with the bayonets of the Red Army’/ 
an idea which strikingly conflicted with his own warnings about 
the inadmissibility of attempts at carrying revolution abroad 
on the points of bayonets. His attitude reflected his despair at 
the continued isolation of the Soviets ; and it was an attempt to 
break out from it. Lenin was supported by Zinoviev and 
Kamenev, who, now as in 1917, saw little hope for communism 
in Russia without a revolution in the west. Underlying their 
policy was a gross under-estimation of the resistance which the 
Polish people, including the Polish working classes, enjoying 
the honeymoon of their national independence, were to put up 
to Soviet invasion. 

A clearer view of the mood in Poland prompted both 
Trotsky and Stalin to oppose talk about a march on Warsaw. 
Even before the recapture of Kiev by the Reds, Stalin warned 
the party in Pravda that ‘the hinterland of the Polish forces is 
... to Poland’s advantage, very different from that of Kolchak 

' Klara Zetkin, Remtniscencts oj Leniny pp. 1 9-2 1 . 
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and Denikin. . . , It is nationally uniform and coherent. ... Its 
predominant attitude is . . . patriotic. ... If the Polish forces 
were to operate in Poland it would undoubtedly be difficult to 
fight against them.’* He repeated the warning in much blunter 
terms after the beginning of the Russian offensive: ‘I think that 
the bragging and the harmful complacency of some comrades 
are out of place: some of them are not content with the suc- 
cesses on the front but shout about a “march on Warsaw”; 
others, not satisfied with defending our Republic against hostile 
aggression, boastfully declare that they could make peace only 
with “Red Soviet Warsaw”. I need not point out that this 
bragging and complacency conform neither with the policy of 
the Soviet Government, nor with the balance of forces on the 
front.’^ After all these sober warnings, he cast his vote with the 
‘bragging and complacent’ adherents of the offensive. The 
opponents of the march on Warsaw, Trotsky and the two 
Poles Dzerzhinsky and Radek (the famous Polish-German 
revolutionary pamphleteer who had joined the Bolsheviks) 
were defeated. As sometimes in the past, so now, Stalin was 
swayed by his master’s view, this time against his own better 
judgement. 

He returned to his headquarters on the southern front on 
12 July, when the whole front was irresistibly moving forward. 
Within a few weeks Tukhachevsky’s army was approaching 
the outskirts of Warsaw. But lines of communication were 
dangerously stretched, the men were tired, and reserves depleted. 
Pilsudski, assisted by the French General Weygand, began to 
mount a counter-offensive on Tukhachevsky’s southern flank. 
The Soviet Supreme Command ordered the commanders of the 
southern army, Yegorov and Budienny, to strike northwards in 
the direction of Warsaw so as to paralyse Pilsudski’s counter- 
blow. But the commanders of the southern army had aims of 
their own. They wanted to seize Lvov at the same time as 
Tukhachevsky would enter Warsaw. Just as at Tsaritsyn, Stalin 
disregarded the orders from the centre and encouraged Yegorov 
and Budienny to forge ahead for Lvov. Then the scales of the 
war suddenly swung back. The Poles won the famous battle on 
the Vistula. By the time Stalin, Yegorov, and Budienny had 
changed their minds and rushed to the succour of Tukhachevsky, 

* J. Stalin, Sochirunya, vol. iv, p. 323. 2 Ibid., p. 333. 
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it was too late. The Red Army was already in disorderly retreat 
from Warsaw. 

Now followed the inevitable argument over the mistakes that 
contributed to the defeat. Trotsky and Tukhachevsky blamed 
the southern command for their delay in changing direction 
from Lvov to Warsaw. Stalin repeated his familiar charge that 
Trotsky and the General Staff had failed to build up strong 
reserves behind the fighting lines. The mutual criticisms were 
well justified, though the chief cause of the defeat lay not so 
much in the mistakes committed during the offensive as in the 
very decision to carry it deep into Poland.* 


After the Polish war and a quick campaign against Baron 
Wrangel, whose forces were driven from the Crimea and pushed 
into the sea at the Perekop Isthmus, peace at last returned to 
Russia. Soviet power was now consolidated, the ruling party 
sat firmly in the saddle, and the leaders paraded their laurels. 
But the country was devastated, hungry, and sick. 

Over and over again emergencies had driven the ruling party 
to act against its original intentions, to contradict and over- 
reach itself. The Bolsheviks had pledged themselves to abolish 
the police and the standing army. Instead the political police, 
‘the sword of the revolution’, grew to become, as Stalin wrote 
from Perm, ‘the sole representative of Soviet power’ in many 
parts of the country. At first the Bolsheviks tried to display 
tolerance towards their opponents. At the congresses of Soviets 
and trade unions, Menshevik, Social Revolutionary, Syndicalist, 
and Anarchist spokesmen freely and severely criticized the 
Government. A restricted but still wide freedom of expression 
existed. The ruling party itself was continually alive with open 
controversy, in which ideas were vigorously thrashed out and 
no authority was spared. Its members were free to form them- 

' Lenin admitted his error in his talks with Klara Zetkin, quoted above. 
Trotsky’s viewpoint is found in Mem Leben, pp. 439-44, and in his Stalin^ pp. 328- 
30. The Stalinist viewpoint is given by Voroshilov in Lmm, Stalin i Krasnaya 
Armya, p. 58. See also E. Wollenbcrg, The Red Army, pp. 121-48. Tukhachevsky 
expounded his own view in an interesting essay on ‘Revolution from without’, 
reprinted in his Voina Klassov (pp. 50-60) and in lectures on the 1920 war. A 
Polish translation of these appeared as an app>endix in J. Pilsudski’s Rok igso, 
which, like W. Sikorski’s Nad Wtsln i Wkrq, analyses the war from the official 
Polish viewpoint. 
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selves into separate groups and factions in order to promote 
their views inside the party. There was no clear-cut or stable 
line of division between the groups and factions that fluctuated 
with events and with the issues as they arose. The libertarian 
spirit of the revolution survived the climax of the civil war until 
well into the year 1920. It w'as in the latest phases of the 
struggle, when victory was virtually assured, that it began to 
vanish, that the parties of the opposition were denied legal 
existence, and that even the ruling party found its freedom 
hemmed in by restrictions and coercion. 

The reason for this paradoxical state of affairs was that the 
gravest danger to the regime arose only after the last shots of 
the ci\'il war had been fired. The revolution had crushed its 
enemies; but it had also lost most of its friends. To feed the 
stan^ed towns and to secure provisions for its armies, the 
Go\'ernment ruthlessly requisitioned food from the peasants. 
In the heat of the civil war orderly requisitioning degenerated 
only too easily into downright plunder. The peasants, who had 
secured the victory of Bolshevism in 1918 and 1919, turned 
against it in 1920; and they did so the more resolutely the more 
they became confident that the power of the landlords and the 
White generals had been broken. Peasant revolts spread over 
the country. Nor was the regime sure of support from the 
industrial workers who had been the most active supporters 
of Bolshevism. It was in their name that the dictatorship 
was exercised. Yet their ranks were terribly thinned. The 
most vigorous and idealistic among them had perished. The 
sur\nvors were weary and driven to despair by hunger, un- 
employment, and monetary inflation that made the rouble com- 
pletely worthless. Industrial activity was less than one-fifth of 
normal.^ The steel- works produced only 5 per cent, of their 
pre-war output. In those factories and workshops which by 
some miracle kept going, the workers received their wages in 
kind and then had to waste their energy and time on bartering 
away their wages for food. The industrial working class became 
atclasse — it had been uprooted from the orderly industrial 


‘ Sec Lenin’s descriplion ol tlic economic situation in The Essentials of Lemn, 
vol. ii, pp. 710-24, and in Trotsky’s The Revolution Betrayed, pp. 28-30. Sec also 
Ryko\ s speech in Tretii Syezd Profsoyuzov, pp. 79-86, and L. Kritsman, 
Gervtchesku Period Veltkoi Russkoi Revolutsii, pp. 14^62. 
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environment and thrown into the all-pervading chaos of black 
markets. The ‘proletarian dictatorship’ had been more or less 
consolidated; but in the process the proletariat itself had 
vanished as a class-conscious element and an organizing factor. 

In order to put industry back to work, the Government 
gradually embarked upon militarization of labour. At first the 
armies which enjoyed a respite from fighting were employed 
on essential work such as the felling of timber and the trans- 
portation of fuel and food. They were reorganized into 
‘Labour Armies’. This had been Trotsky’s idea. Stalin, as the 
political commissar on the Ukrainian front, became Chairman 
of the Ukrainian Council of the Labour Army. Later on the 
method was used on a wider scale and in a sense reversed : not 
only were conscripted soldiers used for industrial work, but 
industrial workers were conscripted for labour like soldiers. In 
1920 Trotsky pleaded for the militarization of labour before the 
annual Congress of the trade unions.* Despite Menshevik 
opposition, the trade unions consented to act as the agents of 
militarization. Thus the party that had promised to abolish the 
standing army was transforming the working population into 
an army. 

During the civil war there was little else that the Government 
could do. But then the rulers made a virtue of the dire neces- 
sity. They asked the people to accept what they did, not as 
emergency measures but as true socialism, as the new style of 
life, the higher civilization of Soviet society. This was the main 
illusion of the so-called. War Communism. While Lenin and 
Trotsky argued that the labour armies were an indispensable 
feature of socialism, Bukharin extolled the galloping inflation 
and devaluation of money as the foretaste of a true Communist 
economy without money.^ These notions contrasted sharply 
with the deliberate slowness and caution with which the 
Bolsheviks had begun to nationalize large-scale industry after 
the revolution, when they were acutely aware of the complexity 
of the transition from Russia’s semi-feudal condition to a 
Socialist economy. But in the atmosphere of civil war the 
ruling party seems to have exchanged its original realism for 

* Tretii Syezd Profsoyuzov, pp. 87-95. 

* This was the view expressed by Bukharin in his Dengi v Epokhe Proletarskoi 
Diktatury. 
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a Stubborn and quixotic passion to achieve Utopia. As Karl 
Radek put it, the Bolsheviks hop>ed to force their way by a short 
cut, rifle in hand, into a perfect classless society. Above all, 
they acquired the habit of military command and persisted in 
that habit when they were confronted with an economic and 
social chaos out of which no military command could create 
order. 

In March 1921 the restive mood of the country suddenly 
flared up in the rising of Kronstadt which coincided with the 
tenth Congress of the party. ‘This was the flash’, said Lenin, 
‘wiiich lit up reality better than anything else.’* There was a 
bitter irony in the fact that the scene of the rising was Kronstadt, 
the Bolshevik stronghold of 1917. White Guards sympathizers, 
Anarchists, and even Bolsheviks fought side by side against the 
Red troops which, on Tukhachevsky’s orders, rushed across the 
frozen surface of the Bay of Finland to suppress the rising. 
A measure of the alarm that the rising caused in the ruling 
party can be seen in the fact that on receiving the news about 
its outbreak the Congress of the party interrupted its debates 
and sent most <f its delegates to participate in the storming of 
Kronstadt. At no critical moment of the civil war had there 
been any comparable panic.^ 

The insurgents of Kronstadt demanded an end to the 
dictatorship of the Bolshevik party and the restitution of 
genuine government by Soviets such as the Bolsheviks had 
promised to establish. They also demanded an end to economic 
and political oppression. Some of the leaders were Anarchists 
and left Communists ; and their watchwords were borrowed from 
^ the slogans of the Bolsheviks in the early days of the revolution. 
Yet, in spite ofcits extreme left colouring, the rising stirred new 
hope in the ranks of the defeated counter-revolution. The 
dictatorship had reached a point, familiar from other revolu- 
tions, when, having defeated the adherents of the ancien regime^ 
it drove Right and Left, conservatives and revolutionaries, into 
a common bitter opposition. For a while, the shadow of the 
tumbrils which amid the rejoicing of the Parisian plebs and 
aristocracy carried Robespierre to the guillotitte must have 
appeared before Lenin’s eyes. 

* The Essentials of Lenin^ vol. ii, p. 693. 

* L. Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed^ p. 96. 
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The rising was defeated, and from it Lenin drew the following 
conclusion : . we had advanced too far . . . we had not secured 

a sufficient base . . . the masses had sensed what we ourselves 
could not as yet consciously formulate . . . namely, that the 
direct transition to purely Socialist forms, to purely Socialist 
distribution, was beyond our strength, and that, unless we 
proved able to retreat and to confine ourselves to easier 
tasks, we would be threatened with disaster.’* The sys- 
tem of War Communism was scrapped and replaced by the 
so-called New Economic Policy. The N.E.P., as that policy 
came to be known, established a mixed economy. Large-scale 
industry and transport remained state-owned. Private enter- 
prise was allowed in small and medium-sized industry and in 
trade. Foreign concerns were invited to restart business in 
Russia, even in large-scale industry. The requisitioning of food 
in the country-side was stopped; it was replaced by ordinary 
agricultural taxation, first in kind and then in money. Later 
on, the rouble was stabilized. The prime purpose of these sweep- 
ing reforms was to re-equip industry almost from scratch, to 
renew the exchange of manufactures for food and raw materials, 
in a word, to re-establish a functioning economy with the help 
of private capital. The state reserved for itself, apart from the 
ownership of large-scale industry, the over-all economic control. 

In this scheme the Socialist and private ‘sectors’ of the 
national economy were to compete with each other on a com- 
mercial basis. It was hoped that in that competition the 
Socialist sector would gradually expand, while the private one 
would shrink. The eventual victory of socialism was, in Lenin’s 
view, made probable, though not certain, by the superiority of 
large-scale industry over the small business anej^by the Govern- 
ment’s mildly protectionist policy in favour of Ihe Socialist sec- 
tor. Essentially, however, the competition was to be peaceful 
and genuinely commercial. Socialism had to prove its worth in 
an economic contest.^ Some crucial points in the programme 
were, naturally enough, left vague or open; and the controversy 
over these points was to become part of the struggle for power 
after Lenin’s death. Stalin made no contribution to the original 
programme of the N.E.P., which was entirely Lenin’s creation. 
Nor did its adoption give rise to any special differences of view. 

* The Essentials of Lenin^ vol. ii, pp. 813-14. * Ibid., pp. 777-80. 
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The reform was carried out on the spur of the Kronstadt rising, 
without any preliminary debate. 

Almost simultaneously another, less conspicuous, act was 
carried out in the political field, an act the implications of which 
were hardly clear to its authors. While the economic dictator- 
ship was radically relaxed, the political dictatorship was 
tightened. During the later stages of the civil war the parties 
of the opposition, Mensheviks and Social Revolutionaries, were 
finally suppressed. The next step was to forbid the formation 
of any opposition groups inside the ruling party itself. Unknow- 
ingly, almost gropingly, Bolshevism now reached the threshold 
of what was later to be called the totalitarian state. It is neces- 
sary to stop here for a moment to contemplate once again 
the outlook of Bolshevism and to analyse the impulses and the 
motives of its leaders in order to obtain a clue both to the 
further evolution of the Soviets and to Stalin’s subsequent 
ascendancy. 

The ban on opposition groups inside the ruling party was 
passed by the tenth congress after a dramatic debate over the 
role of the trade unions in the Soviet system. Three or four 
viewpoints emerged in the great controversy which flared up 
on the eve of the Kronstadt rising. The Workers’ Opposition, 
led by the former Commissar of Labour Shlyapnikov and 
Alexandra Kollontai, demanded the syndicalization of the 
state — the transfer of all economic power to the trade unions. 
Curiously enough, the chiefs of the trade unions, Tomsky and 
Rudzutak, were not among the leaders of the Workers’ Opposi- 
tion; for it expressed not the aspirations of the trade union 
leadership but the discontent of many rank-and-file Bolsheviks 
with the party’s economic dictatorship. The opposition criti- 
cized the growing economic bureaucracy and its rough treat- 
ment of the rights and interests of the workers. The trade 
unions, so Shlyapnikov and Kollontai argued, as the direct 
representatives of the working class should be made responsible 
for planning and directing the national economy; and they 
should be built up into a counter-weight to the Politbureau and 
the Government, both dominated by the same personalities.' 
Another group of malcontents, the faction of ‘Democratic 

* Desyatyi Syezd RKP, pp. 41, 54-5. Sec also A. M. Kollontai, The Workers' 
Opposition m Russia, p. 3 1 . 
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Centralism’, took up some of the same points and charged the 
leadership of the party with fostering ‘bureaucratic centralism’.* 
This group, whose main demand was for freedom inside the 
Soviets and the party, was in many respects the forerunner of 
later and much more influential oppositions. 

The extreme of ‘bureaucratic centralism’ was represented at 
the congress by Trotsky and his followers, who demanded that 
the trade unions be integrated in the machinery of the Govern- 
ment. Trotsky pointed out that the trade unions had outlived 
their old functions. The state was a workers’ state. By defini- 
tion, its Government represented the general and common 
interest of the proletariat, as distinct from the sectional interests 
of various groups of workers, for which the trade unions had 
always stood. The sectional demands of the workers should not 
be opposed to their common and general interest. The trade 
unions should now co-operate with the Government in the 
implementation of its economic plans rather than defend indi- 
vidual workers or groups of workers against the workers’ state. 
While Shlyapnikov and Kollontai wished the state and the 
party to surrender its economic powers to the trade unions, 
Trotsky asked the trade unions to give up their independence 
and capitulate to state and party.- 

Lenin, supported by twelve members of the Central Com- 
mittee including Stalin, tried to strike a balance. He repudiated 
Trotsky’s and Bukharin’s demand for the absorption of the trade 
unions by the state. The Soviets, he argued, were not, strictly 
speaking, a workers’ state. They represented two classes: 
workers and peasants; and, in addition, they suffered from 
‘bureaucratic deformation’. At his dialectical best, he argued 
that the workers had to defend that state, but that they also 
had to defend themselves against that state through the trade 
unions, which consequently should enjoy a measure of inde- 
pendence vis-d-vis the Government. Moreover, the workers, 
too, should have some independence vis^d-vis the trade unions; 
and they should be free to join or not to join them. 

The main fight, however, was not between Lenin and 
Trotsky. Both made common cause against the Workers’ 
Opposition and the group of Democratic Centralists, for it was 

* Desjatyi Syezd RKP^ pp. 339-41. 

* Ibid., pp. 192-4. 
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from that side that the authority of party and Government was 
most directly threatened. The seriousness of the threat was 
matched by the unusual bitterness of Lenin’s attacks on the 
‘Anarcho-Syndicalists’, as he labelled his opponents, describing 
even their views, let alone their deeds, as ‘a direct political danger 
to the very existence of the proletarian dictatorship’.* This was 
the motive for the ban on oppositional groups inside the party. 
What seemed so dangerous to Lenin in the Workers’ Opposition 
was not so much its specific views on the trade unions, as the 
underlying desire to assign to the party a more modest role than 
it had come to play. Lenin made a half-hearted attempt to 
soften the rigour of the ban : members of the party were to be 
enabled to air differences of opinion in a special Discussion 
Bulletin; and some of the chief spokesmen of the Opposition 
were re-elected to the Central Committee. But he himself 
undid the effect of his liberal gestures when he persuaded the 
Congress to state that ‘the propaganda of [Anarcho-Syndicalist] 
ideas is incompatible with membership of the Russian Com- 
munist party’.- The congress empowered the Central Com- 
mittee 10 expel from the party leaders elected by the congress, 
thereby cracking a whip over the spokesmen of the Workers’ 
Opposition who had just been re-elected. The three able, 
educated, and independent secretaries of the party, Krestinsky, 
Serebriakov, and Preobrazhensky, who showed a leaning or a 
leniency towards the Opposition, were removed from office and 
replaced by ‘reliable’ people like Molotov and Yaroslavsky. The 
new secretaries were Stalin’s close associates. Trotsky voted for 
the ban, without suspecting that one day the ban would become 
a death-trap for his own opposition. 

The idea that a single party should rule the Soviets was not 
at all inherent in the Bolshevik programme. Still less so was the 
idea that only a single party should be allowed to exist. The 
proscription of the other parties, wrote Trotsky, was ‘obviously 
in conflict with the spirit of Soviet democracy’ and ‘the leaders 
of Bolshevism regarded [it] not as a principle but as an episodic 
act of self-defence’.^ For a party with such a record of free and 
uninhibited inner controversy, the ban on internal opposition 

* The Essentials of Lenin, vol. ii, p. 685. 

* Ibid., pp. 683-6. 

5 L. Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed, p. 96. 
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groups was a most drastic departure from its own time-honoured 
custom. The party was now at loggerheads with its own nature, 
it contradicted itself while it was trying to assert itself. 

Towards the end of the civil war Bolshevism was in conflict 
with the classes that had supported it. The discontent of pea- 
sants and workers was voiced by Mensheviks, Social Revolu- 
tionaries, and Anarchists, whose criticisms of the Bolsheviks 
were now as convincing and effective as they had been in- 
effective between 1917 and 1919. If the mechanism of Soviet 
democracy had been allowed to function, if the Soviets had 
been freely elected and free to elect the Government, they would 
almost certainly have swept the Bolsheviks out of office and 
returned to power the same parties on whom they had pre- 
viously turned their backs. The Bolsheviks were determined to 
forestall this. To their mind the revolution was safe only if the 
party of the revolution was in power. All their recent experience 
confirmed them in that view. The revolution had conquered in 
spite of and against all the doubts, hesitations, and obstructive- 
ness of the Mensheviks and the Social Revolutionaries. The 
moderate Socialists had not the pluck and the fibre to wage a 
civil war. Their return to power could, in the Bolshevik view, 
be no more than an episode ending in the return of the White 
Guards and the restoration of the ancien regime. True enough, 
from weariness and exhaustion, the masses were now inclined 
to back Mensheviks or Anarchists; but should the masses be 
allowed to jeopardize the whole work of the revolution? Should 
the Soviets be given back their freedom of action when they 
were almost certain to use it for their own undoing? This was 
a situation in which, in Dante’s words, ‘the people shouted: 
“Death to our life! Life to our death!”’; and most of the 
Bolshevik leaders refused to listen. 

Yet, while the mouthpieces of popular discontent were re- 
moved or silenced, the discontent was not. Nor could the con- 
flicting interests of the various classes, especially those of the 
peasants, be conjured out of existence by the repression of their 
spokesmen. Now the mind of the ruling party itself, of that 
lonely victor on the political battlefield, began to be invaded 
by moods of frustration and discontent. Now this and now tha 
section of the party began to air familiar grievances and com- 
plaints. The cleavages existing in the country threatened to 
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cleave the ruling party itself and it had now to be kept together 
witli iron bands. The sensitiveness of the party had to be blunted, 
its sight dimmed, and its hearing dulled in order to make its 
mind immune from undesirable influences. The need for all 
this seemed to become even more urgent in connexion with the 
reforms of the N.E.P. Capitalist groups and interests were 
allowed new scope in the economic domain ; but no party was 
left to represent them in the political field. It was only natural 
that they should seek channels of expression, and that they 
should seek them amid the only political party left in existence. 
Only absolute insulation could prevent the party from splitting 
into a number of hostile parties. 

The task Bolshevism now set itself, however, was little 
different from squaring a circle. To save the revolution’s con- 
quests it had to suppress the spontaneous rhythm of the coun- 
try’s political life. But in doing so, the party was mutilating its 
own body and mind. From now on its members would fear to 
express opinions which might, on analysis, be found to reflect 
‘the pressure of alien classes’. Only the highest authority could 
decide which view was Bolshevik and proletarian and which 
was not. Matters of ideology became mysteriously elusive ; and 
the Politbureau became the sole repository of revolutionary 
wisdom. Most leaders were gradually losing touch with the 
feeling of their followers since the traffic of ideas moved only 
one way — from the Politbureau downwards. The party was 
gradually to transform itself into a bureaucratic machine. It 
was true enough that concern for the revolution compelled 
Bolshevism to take the road chosen by the tenth congress; but 
it was also true that as it moved along that road Bolshevism 
was losing more and more of its original self. In order to save 
the revolution the party ceased to be a free association of inde- 
pendent, critically minded, and courageous revolutionaries. 
The bulk of it submitted to the ever more powerful party 
machine. It saw no other solution. Those who handled the 
levers of the machine and were most intimately associated with 
it, those to whose upbringing and temperament the new bureau- 
cratic outlook was most congenial, automatically became the 
leaders of the new era. The administrator began to elbow out 
the ideologue, the bureaucrat and committee-man eliminated 
the idealist. Who could be favoured by this evolution and who 
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could favour it more strongly than Stalin, the committee-man 
par excellence^ the committee-man writ large? 

This trend of events did not very rapidly become apparent. 
It developed gradually, in contradictory zigzags, always at odds 
with the inertia of earlier habits. Nor was the cleavage between 
administrator and idealist hard and fast. There was no lack of 
idealism in the administrators; and the ideologues at first 
willingly surrendered to the bureaucrats or even vied with them 
in fostering the new discipline. Thus, in the debate over the 
trade unions, the ideologue Trotsky so overreached himself in 
promoting bureaucratic aspirations that he shocked even the 
staunchest bureaucrats and incurred considerable unpopularity. 
In Lenin the different characters were almost perfectly blended. 
That is why he was so ideally suited to preside over the tran- 
sition of his party from one stage to the other. For the time 
being his moral authority enforced a temporary and shaky 
compromise on the conflicting tendencies, a compromise that 
was bound to break down after his death. But even in his life- 
time the weight of the bureaucratic caucus grew steadily, if 
imperceptibly, with every month that passed by; and so did 
Stalin’s role inside the caucus. 
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Few important developments in history are so inconspicuous • 
and seem so inconsequential to their contemporaries as did the 
amazing accumulation of power in the hands of Stalin, which 
took place while Lenin was still alive. Two years after the end 
of the civil war Russian society already lived under Stalin’s 
virtual rule, without being aware of the ruler’s name. More 
strangely still, he was voted and moved into all his positions of ^ 
power by his rivals. There was to be an abundance of sombre w 
drama in his later fight against these rivals. But the fight began 
only after he had firmly gripped all the levers of power and after 
his opponents, awakening to his role, had tried to move him from 
his dominant position. But then they found him immovable. 

Three of the offices he held immediately after the civil war 
were of decisive importance: he was the Commissar of National- 
ities, the Commissar of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspec- 
torate, and a member of the Politbureau. 

As Commissar of Nationalities he dealt with the affairs of ^ 
nearly half the population of the Russian Soviet Federative ^ - 
Socialist Republic, as the state that had replaced old Russia 
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was now called. Sixty-five millions of its 140 million inhabitants 
belonged to non-Russian nationalities. They represented every 
possible level of civilization, from the quasi-European way of 
life of the Ukrainians to the primitive, tribal existence of 25 
million Turkmen-shepherds. Byelorussians, Kirghizians, Uz- 
beks, Azerbaidjans, Tartars, Armenians, Georgians, Tadzhiks, 
Buriats, and Yakuts, and a host of others for which there seem 
to be no names in the English tongue, found themselves in 
various intermediate phases of development between tribal 
community and modern society. Bolshevism, eager to attract 
all these nationalities and to wipe away their memories of 
Tsarist oppression, offered autonomy and self-government to 
all of them. Few such groups had any degree of ‘national’ 
consciousness. Fewer still had acquired the minimum of educa- 
tion indispensable for self-government. For the management 
of their affairs they were dependent on help from outside : that 
is, from the Commissariat of Nationalities. To most of them 
the doctrinal problems of communism were as remote as the 
theories of Einstein were to the Khans of Bokhara. In their lands 
the revolution meant the freeing of the primitive communities 
from the dominance of Emirs, Khans, and Mullahs, and a degree 
of europeanization. 

Apart from the Ukraine, ruled by an independent-minded 
government under Christian Rakovsky, the Commissariat of 
Nationalities faced primarily Russia’s vast, inert, oriental 
fringe. None of the leaders who had spent most of their adult 
life in western Europe was as fit to head that Commissariat as 
Stalin. His first-hand knowledge of the customs and habits of 
his clients was unsurpassed. So was his capacity to deal with 
the intricacies of their ‘politics’, in which blood feuds and 
oriental intrigue mixed with a genuine urge towards modern 
civilization. His attitude was just that mixture of patience, 
patriarchal firmness, and slyness that was needed. The Polit- 
bureau relied on this and refrained from interfering. 

The Asiatic and semi-Asiatic periphery thus became his first 
undisputed domain. Immediately after the revolution, when 
the leadership of the nation belonged to the turbulent and 
radical cities of European Russia, in the first place to Petersburg 
and Moscow, the weight of that periphery was not much felt. 
With the ebb of revolution, the primitive provinces, took their 
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revenge. They reasserted themselves in a thousand ways, 
economic, political, and cultural. Their spiritual climate 
became, in a sense, decisive for the country’s outlook. The fact 
that so much of that climate was oriental was of great signifi- 
cance. Stalin, who was so well suited to speak on behalf of 
Russian communism to the peoples of the oriental fringe, was 
also well suited to orientalize his party. During his years at the 
Commissariat he made and widened his contacts with the 
Bolshevik leaders of the borderlands, on whose devoted support 
he could count, and of whom so many were to be found in his 
entourage at the Kremlin later on. 

He was appointed Commissar of the Workers’ and Peasants’ 
Inspectorate in 1919, on Zinoviev’s proposal. The Rabkrin, 
as the Commissariat was called, was set up to control every 
branch of the administration, from top to bottom, with a view 
to eliminating the two major faults, inefficiency and corruption, 
which the Soviet civil service had inherited from its Tsarist 
predecessor. It was to act as the stern and enlightened auditor 
for the whole rickety and creaking governmental machine; to 
expose abuses of power and red tape; and to train an Hite of 
reliable civil servants for every branch of the government. The 
Commissariat acted through teams of workers and peasants 
who were free at any time to enter the offices of any Com- 
missariat and watch the work done there. In the end, teams of 
the Rabkrin regularly attended private departmental con- 
ferences and even the meetings of the Council of Commissars. 
This system was devised as a method of training an Hite for the 
civil service; but as a result of it the Rabkrin was able to keep 
its eye on every wheel of the governmental machine.' 

The whole bizarre scheme of inspection was one of Lenin’s 
pet ideas. Exasperated by the inefficiency and dishonesty of the 
civil service, he sought to remedy them by extreme and ruthless 
‘control from below’, and the Commissariat was to be the means. 
The choice of Stalin for the job gives a measure of Lenin’s high 
confidence in him, for the Inspectorate was to be a sort of a 
super-government, itself free from every taint and blemish of 
officialdom. 


* See Lenin, Sochinenya^ vol. xxvii, pp. 14-20; Letters of Leniriy pp. 455-6, 474-5. 
Zinoviev’s speeches in 8 Sye::d RKP {b), pp. 162-3, 501, 225-6. and 290- j ; and 
Kratkii Otchet Narkom. R.K.I. 
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Lenin’s cure proved as bad as the disease. The faults of the 
civil service, as Lenin himself frequently pointed out, reflected 
the country’s appalling lack of education, its material and 
spiritual misery, which could be cured only gradually, over the 
lifetime of at least a generation. The Rabkrin would have had 
to be a commissariat of angels in order to rise, let alone raise 
others, above the dark valley of Russian bureaucracy. With his 
characteristic belief in the inherent virtues of the working 
classes, Lenin appealed to the workers against his own bureau- 
cracy. The mill of officialdom, however, turned the workers 
themselves into bureaucrats. The Commissariat of the Inspec- 
torate, as Lenin was to discover later on, became an additional 
source of muddle, corruption, and bureaucratic intrigue. In 
the end it became an unofficial but meddlesome police in 
charge of the civil service. But let us not run ahead of our story. 
Suffice it to say here that, as the head of the Inspectorate, Stalin 
came to control the whole machinery of government, its work- 
ing and personnel, more closely than any other commissar. 

His next position of vantage was in the Politbureau. Through- 
out the civil war, the Politbureau consisted of five men only: 
Lenin, Trotsky, Stalin, Kamenev, and Bukharin. Ever since 
the break between Bolsheviks and Social Revolutionaries, this 
had been the real government of the country. Lenin was the 
recognized leader of both government and party. Trotsky was 
responsible for the conduct of the civil war. Kamenev acted as 
Lenin’s deputy in various capacities. Bukharin was in charge 
of press and propaganda. The day-to-day management of the 
party belonged to Stalin. The Politbureau discussed high 
policy. Another body, which was, like the Politbureau, elected 
by the Central Committee, the Organization Bureau (Org- 
bureau), was in charge of the party’s personnel, which it was 
free to call up, direct to work, and distribute throughout the 
army and the civil service according to the demands of the civil 
war. From the beginning of 1919 Stalin was the only perma- 
nent liaison officer between the Politbureau and the Orgbureau. 
He ensured the unity of policy and organization; that is, he 
marshalled the forces of the party according to the Polit- 
bureau’s directives. Like none of his colleagues, he was 
immersed in the party’s daily drudgery and in all its kitchen 
cabals. 
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At this stage his power was already formidable. Still more 
was to accrue to him from his appointment, on 3 April 1922, 
to the post of General Secretary of the Central Committee. 
The eleventh congress of the party had just elected a new and 
enlarged Central Committee and again modified the statutes. 
The leading bodies of the party were now top-heavy; and a new 
office, that of the General Secretary, was created, which was to 
co-ordinate the work of their many growing and overlapping 
branches. It was on that occasion, Trotsky alleges, that Lenin 
aired, in the inner circle of his associates, his misgivings about 
Stalin’s candidature: ‘This cook can only serve peppery dishes.’* 
But his doubts were, at any rate, not grave; and he himself in 
the end sponsored the candidature of the ‘cook’. Molotov and 
Kuibyshev were appointed Stalin’s assistants, the former having 
already been one of the secretaries of the party. The appoint- 
ment was reported in the Russian press without any ado, as a 
minor event in the inner life of the party. 

Soon afterwards a latent dualism of authority began to de- 
velop at the very top of the party. The seven men who now 
formed the Politbureau (in addition to the previous five, 
Zinoviev and Tomsky had recently been elected) represented, 
as it were, the brain and the spirit of Bolshevism. In the offices 
of the General Secretariat resided the more material power of 
management and direction. In name the General Secretariat 
was subordinate to the illustrious and exalted Politbureau. But 
the dependence of the Politbureau on the Secretariat became 
so great that without that prop the Politbureau looked more and 
more like a body awkwardly suspended in a void. The Secre- 
tariat prepared the agenda for each session of the Politbureau. 
It supplied the documentation on every point under debate. It 
transmitted the Politbureau’s decisions to the lower grades. It 
was in daily contact with the many thousands of party func- 
tionaries in the capital and the provinces. It was responsible 
for their appointments, promotions, and demotions. It could, 
up to a point, prejudice the views of the Politbureau on any 
issue before it came up for debate. It could twist the practical 
execution of the Politbureau’s decisions, according to the tastes 
of the General Secretary. Similar bodies exist in any govern- 
mental machinery but rarely acquire independent authority. 

* L. Trotsky, Mem Leben, p. 450. 
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What usually prevents them from transgressing their terms of 
reference is some diffusion of power through the whole system 
of government, effective control over them, and, sometimes, 
the integrity of officials. The over-centralization of power in the 
Bolshevik leadership, the lack of effective control, and, last but 
not least, the personal ambitions of the General Secretary, all 
made for the extraordinary weight that the General Secretariat 
began to carry barely a few months after it had been set up. 

The picture would be incomplete without mention of another 
institution, the Central Control Commission, that came to loom 
large in Bolshevik affairs. Its role vis-d-vis the party was 
analogous to that of the Commissariat of the Inspectorate 
vis-d-vis the governmental machine: it audited party morals. 
It was formed at the tenth congress, in 1921, on the demand of 
the Workers’ Opposition, with which the congress had other- 
wise dealt so harshly. It was in charge of the so-called purges. 
These, too, were initiated by the tenth congress, on the demand 
of the Opposition. They were intended to cleanse the party 
periodically of careerists, who had climbed the band-wagon in 
great numbers, of Communists who had acquired a taste for 
bourgeois life, and commissars whose heads had been turned by 
power. Lenin adopted the idea and intended to use it in order 
to stop his followers departing from the party’s puritanic stan- 
dards. But he also turned one edge of the purges against 
‘anarcho-syndicalists’, waverers, doubters, and dissidents, 
against the real initiators of the new practice. 

The procedure of the purges was at first very different from 
what it became in later years. The purges were no concern of 
the judiciary. They were conducted by the party’s local control 
commissions before an open citizens’ forum, to which Bolsheviks 
and non-Bolsheviks had free access. The conduct of every 
member of the party, from the most influential to the humblest, 
was submitted to stern public scrutiny. Any man or woman 
from the audience could come forward as a witness. The Bol- 
shevik whose record was found to be unsatisfactory was rebuked 
or, in extreme cases, expelled from the party. The Control 
Commission could impose no other penalties than these. 

The original motive behind the purges was almost quixotic. 
It was to enable the people to crack periodically ^ whip over 
their rulers. But, since the ruling party was convinced that in all 
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essentials of policy it could not really submit to popular control, 
these new devices for reviving popular control were a priori irrele- 
vant and could not but prove ineffective. They illustrated the 
party’s already familiar dilemma: its growing divorce from the 
people and its anxiety to preserve its popular character; the di- 
lemma that underlay Lenin’s pathetic experiments with his party 
in the last two years of his political activity. The purges were to 
serve as a substitute for real elections; they w^ere to remove 
corrupted members, without removing the party, from power.* 

The Central Control Commission in Moscow soon became 
the supreme court of appeal for the victims of the purges all 
over the country. Originally, it was to be independent from 
the Central Committee and the Politburcau. Later it was put 
on an almost equal footing with the Central Committee; and 
the two bodies regularly held joint sessions. The General 
Secretariat was the co-ordinating link between them. Thus, 
unofficially, Stalin became the chief conductor of the purges. 

Lenin, Kamenev, Zinoviev, and, to a lesser extent, Trotsky, 
were Stalin’s sponsors to all the offices he held. His jobs were 
of the kind which could scarcely attract the bright intellectuals 
of the Politbureau. All their brilliance in matters of doctrine, 
all their powers of political analysis would have found little 
application cither at the Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspectorate 
or at the General Secretariat. What was needed there was an 
enormous capacity for hard and uninspiring toil and a patient 
and sustained interest in every detail of organization. None of 
his colleagues grudged Stalin his assignments. As long as Lenin 
kept the reins of government they looked upon him merely as 
Lenin’s assistant; and all of them readily accepted Lenin’s 
leadership. Neither they nor Lenin noticed in time the subtle 
change by which Stalin was gradually passing from the role of 
assistant to that of coadjutor. 

Less than two months after Stalin’s appointment to the post 

* The purges provided a good cover for all sorts of private vendettas. In May 
1922, Lenin wrote in a letter to Stalin: ‘. . . the purging of the party revealed the 
prevalence, in the majority of local investigation committees, of personal spite and 
malice. . . . This fact is incontrovertible and rather significant.’ In the same letter 
Lenin complained about the lack of partymen with ‘an adequate legal education 
. . . capable of resisting all purely local influences’. See The Essentials of Lenin^ 
vol. ii, p. 8og. 
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of General Secretary, the reins of government slipped from 
Lenin’s hands. By the end of May 1922, he suffered his first 
stroke of arteriosclerotic paralysis. Almost speechless, he was 
taken out of the Kremlin to the country-side, near Moscow. 
Not until the middle of the autumn did he recover sufficiently 
to return to office ; and then his activity was very short. At the 
end of the autumn a second stroke put him out of action ; and 
at the end of the winter, in March 1923, a third stroke removed 
him finally from the political scene, though his body still 
wrestled with death until 21 January 1924. 

The impact of Lenin’s illness on the Bolshevik leadership can 
hardly be exaggerated. The whole constellation ceased, almost 
at once, to shine with the reflected light of its master mind or to 
move in the familiar orbits. Lenin’s disciples and satellites (only 
Trotsky belonged to neither of these categories) began to feel 
for their own, independent ways. Gradually they were shed- 
ding those characteristics of theirs that were merely imitative, 
their second, and better, nature. The negative side of Lenin’s 
overwhelming and constant influence on his followers now 
became strikingly apparent. Just how overwhelming it had 
been can be seen from the circumstance, attested by Trotsky, 
that during the years of their apprenticeship with their leader, 
Zinoviev and Kamenev had acquired even Lenin’s hand- 
writing. They were now to go on using his handwriting with- 
out the inspiration of his ideas. 

Stalin was in a sense less dependent on Lenin than were his 
colleagues ; his intellectual needs were more limited than theirs. 
He was interested in the practical use of the Leninist gadgets, 
not in the Leninist laboratory of thought. His own behaviour 
was now dictated by the moods, needs, and pressures of the vast 
political machine that he had come to control. His political 
philosophy boiled down to securing the dominance of that 
machine by the handiest and most convenient means. In an 
avowedly dictatorial regime, repression often is the handiest and 
most convenient method of action. The Politbureau may have 
been thrown into disarray by Lenin’s disappearance; the 
General Secretariat was not. On the contrary, since it had no 
longer to account for what it did to the vigilant and astute 
supervisor, it acted with greater firmness and seltconfidence. 
The same was true of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspectorate. 
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Both the Secretariat and the Inspectorate drew upon themselves 
criticisms from Trotsky, who proposed the complete disband- 
ment of the latter.* But his proposal merely irritated the 
members of the Politbureau — the institution had, anyhow, had 
Lenin’s blessing. Trotsky’s criticisms of the Secretariat were no 
more effective. The General Secretary knew how to justify each 
act of repression against malcontent Bolsheviks in the light of 
the party statutes as they had, on Lenin’s initiative and with 
Trotsky’s support, been amt .ded by the tenth and eleventh 
congresses. He was careful to explain every step he made as an 
inevitable consequence of decisions previously adopted by com- 
mon consent. He packed the offices with his friends, hench- 
men, and followers, the men of Baku and Tsaritsyn. Dismissed 
malcontents complained to the Politbureau, where Trotsky took 
up their cases. In reply, Stalin referred to the commonly agreed 
division of responsibilities : the Politbureau was to pass decisions 
on matters of high policy; the General Secretariat and the 
Orgbureau were in charge of the party’s personnel. The Polit- 
bureau was only bored with Trotsky’s carping criticisms. 

The gravest single charge was laid against Stalin in con- 
nexion with his doings in his native country, Georgia. The not 
too edifying antecedents of this conflict must be briefly told 
here. Until February 1921 Georgia was ruled by a Menshevik 
Government, though the rest of the Caucasus had gradually 
come under Soviet control. Moscow somehow put up with the 
Menshevik regime at Tiflis, though the fact that Jordania and 
Ramishvili, his old opponents of the days of Messame Dassy, 
ruled Tiflis could not but cause irritation to Stalin. The Polit- 
bureau bided its time, confident that Menshevik Georgia would 
not hold out long in a sovietized Caucasus, on which it was 
dependent for its bread and fuel. The popularity of the Men- 
shevik Government began, in fact, to wane. But Stalin’s 
patience waned even more rapidly. In February 1921 detach- 
ments of the Second Red Army invaded Georgia from the north- 
ern Caucasus and forced the Menshevik Government to flight. 

True enough, the nationalism of the Georgian Mensheviks 
was not very genuine. Neither under the Tsar nor under 
Kerensky did they ever claim independence for their country — 
a degree of self-rule, within federal Russia, was the most they 

' L. Trotsky, Stalin^ pp. 346-7. 
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aspired to. Under Kerensky they were bitterly opposed to the 
separation of any borderland, be it Finland or Georgia, from 
Russia. Their newfangled patriotism was merely a form of 
their opposition to Bolshevism. Nevertheless, the invasion of 
the Red Army was resented by the Georgian highlanders. 
Stalin, who, three years before, had given the Finns the pledge : 
‘No tutelage, no control from above over the Finnish people!’, 
now issued the marching orders for the invasion of Georgia. 
His old friend Sergo Ordjonikidze was the political commissar 
with the invading army. Preparations for the campaign were 
up to the last moment kept secret from the Commissar of War; 
but at the last moment the move was backed by Lenin and the 
Politbureau, who had been told that a Communist rising had 
broken out at Tiflis, and that the Red Army would merely give 
the scales a final tilt in favour of the Reds, whose assured 
success might be more costly if they were left to fight it out 
alone. A Communist revolt had in fact broken out at Tiflis; but 
its popular backing was not wide enough to secure its victory.* 

Stalin had hardly fought his vendetta against his Menshevik 
compatriots to an end when he involved himself in a quarrel 
with the Bolsheviks of Tiflis. A few months after the invasion, 
he went to Tiflis to direct the work of the Caucasian committee 
of the party. In the autumn of 1921 he sponsored, with 
Lenin’s support, the idea of a Caucasian Federation of Soviet 
Republics.^ But the idea evoked little enthusiasm in Tiflis. 
Georgian Bolsheviks preferred their country to remain a truly 
autonomous Soviet Republic, loosely associated with a wide All- 
Russian Federation; they were unwilling to resign sovereignty 
in favour of a much closer, regional, Caucasian organization. 

It is difficult to establish the rights and the wrongs of the dis- 
pute. The Caucasus was riddled with blood feuds between 
Georgians, Armenians, and Tartars, all in varying degrees op- 
posed to the Russians. Cossacks, Chechens, Ossetians, and other 
minor tribes of highlanders were engaged in a merciless mutual 
massacre, which Stalin had tried to stop by their transfer and 
resettlement, a method which a quarter of a century later he 
was to apply, on a gigantic scale, to Ukrainians, Poles, Germans, 
and other nationalities.^ It may well be that the Georgian 

* L. Trotsky, Stalin, p. 267. ^ J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. v, p. 428. 

’ Ibid., vol. iv, pp. 399-401. 
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Bolshevik leaders who opposed the Caucasian federation, Budu 
Mdivani and Philip Makharadze, were themselves, as Stalin 
claimed, infected by ‘local nationalism’. But it is more probable 
that they felt that a Caucasian federation would not work in the 
heated atmosphere of blood feuds. They may also have wanted 
to preserve more than a semblance of their independence, 
especially because during the three years of Menshevik rule the 
Georgians’ old, half-extinct nostalgia after their own statehood 
had again become a live and popular sentiment. That senti- 
ment had been hurt by the invasion. It was hurt again by dicta- 
tion from the Commissariat of Nationalities in Moscow and the 
activities of Russian agents of the political police, who had been 
dispatched to Tiflis to ‘mop up’ the local Mensheviks. Some of 
the Georgian Bolsheviks protested against the persecution of the 
Mensheviks on whom they still looked as on old comrades, in 
spite of all subsequent differences and all the persecution they 
themselves had suffered under Menshevik rule. 

All these new policies /oused the old Georgian fear of Russian 
domination. It mattered little that their inspirer was himself 
a Georgian; and that he addressed the crowds of Tiflis in their 
native tongue. He spoke with the voice of Moscow. The 
circumstance that the old Djugashvili was still alive in the 
dignitary of the Kremlin made matters even worse. Any other 
envoy of the central government might have viewed local dis- 
putes and squabbles with reserve and detachment. Stalin was 
soon up to the eyes in local passions and — memories of his 
youth. All over again he was the frustrated radical who had 
once been nearly driven from Tiflis by the petty-bourgeois 
majority of Messame Dassy. While he was thus, as Djugashvili, 
settling out-dated accounts a few hundred yards away from the 
old seminary, he also claimed for himself the obeisance due to 
Stalin. This he did not get. 

On 6 July 1921 he addressed a meeting of party members at 
Tiflis,* at which he attacked his opponents. He described the 
economic plight which Georgia would be in as an ‘isolated’ state 
and the advantages of co-operation with the rest of the Cau- 
casus. Georgia, he said, would get oil from Baku without pay- 
ment. The Caucasian republics would receive a loan of several 
million roubles in gold from Russia. Holding out these gifts, 

' J. Stalin, Sochinenyaf vol. v, pp. 88-i 12 . 
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he went on to attack ‘local nationalism*. He was shocked, he 
said, by the local chauvinisms that had so wildly grown up in 
the Caucasus ; and he contrasted these with a somewhat highly 
coloured picture of the ‘full brotherly solidarity’ in which the 
Caucasian working classes had lived in his Caucasian days. 
The next task of Georgian Communists was ‘ruthless struggle 
against local nationalism’. They had to burn out ‘the national- 
ist survivals with hot iron’, and ‘smash the hydra of nationalism’. 
The party must purge its ranks of local patriots. They should 
not be afraid of purges. The Russian mother party had only 
700,000 members; it could easily have had seven million, if it 
had been concerned with numbers and not quality. Because of 
the quality of its membership, the Russian party had been able 
to make the revolution and to withstand all the onslaughts 
of world imperialism. Here then was a model worthy of 
imitation. 

From a purely local, Georgian viewpoint, Stalin’s strictures 
on the ‘nationalists’, as far as they went, were probably justified 
and sound. They would have sounded unexceptionable if they 
had come from one of the local leaders. But as Stalin spoke with 
the voice of Moscow, there was inevitably an undertone of 
‘Great Russian chauvinism’ in what he said. In Tsarist days 
the peoples of the borderlands had had all their vital affairs 
settled by the central Russian Government. They now won- 
dered whether the revolution had really brought any change in 
this respect. The Georgians had more ground than anybody 
else to be sceptical, if not cynical. Stalin’s present sermons on 
their vicious self-centredness merely confirmed them in their 
cynicism. It was as if a member of a British Cabinet censured 
a Dublin audience, with long memories of British imperialism, 
on the ‘hydra’ of Irish nationalism. Even if that minister had 
been of Irish extraction, even if he had spoken on behalf of 
a revolutionary British government that had proclaimed the 
complete dissolution of the Empire, his words would still have 
jarred, especially if he had uttered them shortly after a new 
English invasion. This was roughly the effect of Stalin’s 
utterances at Tiflis. 

Unperturbed by the lack of response, Stalin then instructed 
Ordjonikidze to purge the party of the opponents cf federation, 
the local patriots, and those who had a soft spot for the Men- 
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sheviks. No savage repressions were needed. It was enough to 
expel from the party some of the ‘local patriots’ and to pack 
conferences with those willing to accept Ordjonikidze’s guid- 
ance. Those who hesitated or merely doubted, toed the line 
when they were told that the Politbureau had unanimously 
endorsed the idea of the Caucasian federation. This was indeed 
true.* In the end the leaders of the Bolshevik opposition, 
Mdivani and Makharadze, found themselves regularly out- 
voted at every conference and meeting. Outvoted, they went 
on to protest against the ‘Great Russian chauvinism’ of the 
Commissar of Nationalities. 

The evolution which had brought the former Georgian 
Socialist into a position where he could be associated with 
‘Great Russian chauvinism’ was remarkable. It was more so 
than either the process by which the Corsican Bonaparte 
became the founder of a French Empire or that by which the 
Austrian Hitler became the most aggressive leader of German 
nationalism. The Corsicans had had few grievances against the 
French; Napoleon’s father had even been an adherent of the 
‘French party’ in Corsica. Pan-Germanism had always been 
a powerful influence in Austria, kept in check only by the decay- 
ing dynastic interest of the Habsburgs. In Georgia there was 
not, and there could not have been, even a trace of any 
pan-Russian sentiment. Grievances against Russia rankled 
strongly, though not nearly as strongly as, say, in Poland. It 
was only through Bolshevism that Stalin became a Russian by 
adoption; and Bolshevism had attracted men like himself by its 
internationalism, especially by its sensitive attitude towards 
the oppressed nationalities. Though the charges of Russian 
nationalism have since been laid against Stalin more than once, 
he was not, either then or even in later days, prompted by any 
of the ordinary emotions and prejudices that go with national- 
ism. What he represented was merely the principle of central- 
ization, common to all modern revolutions. To that principle 

* Lenin accepted the idea on its merits, but in an appeal to his Caucasian 
followers he urged them ‘to understand the necessity of not copying our tactics, 
but of thoughtfully varying them in accordance with the difference in the concrete 
conditions*. ‘More mildness, caution and readiness to make concessions to the petty 
bourgeoisie, to the intelligentsia, and particularly to the peasantry.* ‘Apply in 
your republics not the letter but the spirit, the sense, the lessons of the experience 
of 1917-21.* The Essentials of Lenin^ vol. ii, pp. 698-9. 
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he gave an exaggerated and brutal expression. Bui whatever* 
his motives, the practical effects of his doings were the same as 
if he had acted from Russian chauvinism. 

There is evidence to show that now and then this paradoxical 
situation gave him a queer, not unpleasant sensation. Who has 
not met naturalized Englishmen, whose self-confidence is 
heightened when they can say ‘We English’ or, better still, 
‘We, the British Empire . . .’? It was in some such vein that 
Stalin, in one of his addresses to Moslem Communists, stated 
that nationalist sentiments among the Russians had never been 
a serious matter: ‘Having been a ruling nation, the Russians 
generally, and the Russian Communists in particular, have not 
known any racial oppression and have, generally speaking, not 
had to deal with nationalist tendencies in their own milieu, 
apart from some inclinations towards “great power chauvin- 
ism” ; they have therefore not had to overcome such tendencies.’ * 
This was a startling assertion. It must have shocked many 
Bolsheviks when it appeared in Pravda ; and Stalin never again 
repeated it. That in modern times the Russians did not know 
the kind of touchy nationalism which is bred by alien oppres- 
sion is true enough. Theirs had been the oppressors’ nationalism, 
callous, savage, and much more dangerous. Lenin warned his 
followers about its dangers, urging them to behave patiently 
and indulgently even towards the exaggerated pretensions of 
formerly oppressed peoples, because the memories of Tsarist 
rule would be lived down only very slowly. Great Russian 
chauvinism was the main evil to be fought by the Russian Com- 
munists, while the duty of their comrades in the borderlands 
was to counteract the manifestations of ebullient local patriotism. 
It was not easy to reconcile Lenin’s generous injunctions with 
the demands of that centralized government for which he also 
stood. His policies tended to clash with one another; and only 
a very subtle and judicious administrator might have kept 
balance between them. Stalin obviously erred in the direction 
of over-centralization. 

In his error, if this be the right word here, he reflected the drift 
of ideas, moods, and aspirations in the Russian civil service, as it 
had been recast and remoulded after the revolution. The drift 
was towards ever more centralization in government and even 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. v, p. 2. 
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towards the reconstitution of a ‘great and indivisible* Russia. 
Communists stood for centralization because of its economic 
and administrative advantages. But the Communists were, in 
Lenin’s words, merely ‘drops in the ocean’.* They had carried 
out ‘a great, universal agrarian revolution . . . with an audacity 
unexampled in any other country, and at the same time the 
imagination was lacking to work out a tenth-rate reform in 
office routine’.^ The revolution could save itself from all- 
pervading chaos only by re-enrolling the old Tsarist bureau- 
cracy, which, incompetent as it was, beat the ex-revolutionaries 
at administrative routine. After the promulgation of the 
N.E.P., Conservatives and Nationalists from the professional 
classes offered their services to the new rulers. They were re- 
ceived with open arms. Even among the White emigres, the 
hope that Mother Russia was coming back into her own was 
very strong. It was rationalized by Professor Ustrialov, an 
ex-member of Kolchak’s government, into a political pro- 
gramme. Ustrialov urged his followers to reconcile themselves 
with the Soviet regime and to work, inside it, for its gradual 
evolution, through the N.E.P., towards capitalism and national- 
ism. In the early twenties the old civil service already formed 
a very solid element of the new one.^ It was especially strong 
in the higher grades, where experts were badly needed. 
Relations between the Communists and the ex-Tsarist officials 
were uneasy ; the Communists regarded their ‘fellow-travellers’ 
with a mixture of suspicion and respect. The ‘fellow-travellers’ 
tutored the Bolsheviks with a feeling in which fear or contempt 
mingled with patriotic dutifulness. For all the conflict between 
them, which at times was brutal, they exercised a constant and 
organic influence upon one another. 

Nothing was more natural for the old civil servants than to 
promote, directly and indirectly, the idea of ‘great and indi- 
visible’ Russia in their new environment. In this they found 
justification before their own conservative consciences for their 
submission to the revolution. Acts like the invasion of Georgia 
and the reunion of other outlying provinces with Russia they 

* The Essentials of Lenin, vol. ii, p. 790. 

* Ibid., p. 851. 

* About half a million of former Tsarist officials were employed by the Soviet 
Government shortly after the civil war. 
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acclaimed as their ideological triumph. The authentic Leninists, 
on the other hand, approved those acts as conquests for the 
revolution, not for Russia. In their eyes Russia herself was 
merely the first domain, the first rampart, of international 
revolution : her interests were to be subordinated to the super- 
national strategy of militant socialism. For the time being, 
however, the boundaries of both Russia and victorious socialism 
were the same. The Leninists still believed that socialism 
demanded equality between nations; but they also felt that 
the reunion of most, if not all, of the Tsar’s dominions under the 
Soviet flag served the interests of socialism. At this point the 
line of division between Leninism and Ustrialovism became 
blurred. Between the two there was plenty of room for equi- 
vocation. The new, half-spurious and half-genuine, national- 
ism insinuated itself into the political thinking of the party, as 
Stalin was shortly to admit.* He himself, more than the other 
leaders, was in, and of, that amalgamated civil service. He 
registered its contradictory moods with an almost seismographic 
sensitivity. In the Georgian affair his own bent and bias 
concurred with the much wider, impersonal pressures that were 
making themselves felt in the state. 

In the summer of 1922 his Commissariat was involved in a 
new conflict, this time with the Ukraine. The Ukrainian 
Government, too, protested against his interference. Its leaders, 
Rakovsky, the influential descendant of an aristocratic revolu- 
tionary Bulgaro-Rumanian family; and Skrypnik, a veteran 
Bolshevik, stuck to the letter and the spirit of the party’s 
pledges about the independence of the outlying republics ; and 
they demanded that the pledges be honoured, even though 
Stalin’s interventions in Kiev or Kharkov were not even 
remotely as drastic as they had been in Tiflis. The Ukrainians 
and the Georgians joined hands and decided to challenge him 
in the forthcoming debates on constitutional reform. 

It would, however, be false to exaggerate the importance 
of these conflicts. There was a brighter side, too, to Stalin’s 

* J. Stalin, Sockinenya, vol. v, p. 239. Professor Ustrialov himself wrote in 1921, 
when he was still an ^migr^ : ‘The Soviet Government will strive with all means to 
re-unite the outlying lands with the centre — in the name of world revolution. 
Russian patriots will fight to achieve the same objective — in the name of great, 
indivisible Russia. For all the ideological differences, they prdttically take the 
same road.’ N. V. Ustrialov, ‘Patriotica* in Smiena Vekh, p. 59. 
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activity. He worked with great vigour and determination on 
one of the most difficult problems that the revolution had in- 
herited. It will be remembered that in 1918 he called to life 
the self-governing republic of Bashkirs. In the spring of 1920 
an autonomous Soviet republic of the Tartars was founded. In 
October of the same year Kirghizian self-government followed. 
After the civil war a Daghestan republic was constituted, com- 
prising a multitude of tribes speaking thirty-six languages and 
vernaculars. Karelians, Yakuts, and others went ahead with 
forming their own administrations. None of these republics 
was or could be really independent; but all enjoyed a high 
degree of self-government and internal freedom; and, under the 
guidance of Stalin’s Commissariat, all tasted some of the benefits 
of modern civilization. Amid all the material misery of that 
period, the Commissariat helped to set up thousands of schools 
in areas where only a few score had existed before. Schemes 
for the irrigation of arid land and for hydro-electrical develop- 
ment were initiated. Tartar became an official language on a 
par with Russian. Russians were forbidden to settle in the 
steppes of Kirghizia, now reserved for the colonization of 
native nomads. Progressive laws freed Asiatic women from 
patriarchal and tribal tyranny. All this work, of necessity 
carried out on a modest scale, set a pattern for future en- 
deavours; and even in its modest beginnings there was an elan 
and an earnest concern for progress that captivated many an 
opponent of Bolshevism. 

In the summer of 1922, soon after Lenin’s first stroke, the 
Politbureau began to discuss a constitutional reform that was 
to settle the relations between Russia and the outlying republics. 
Stalin was the chief architect of the reform. Throughout the 
second half of 1922 he expounded the principles of the new 
constitution. These were, briefly, his ideas: the federation of 
Soviet Republics should be replaced by a Union of Republics. 
The union should consist of four regional entities: Russia, 
Transcaucasia, the Ukraine, and Byelorussia.* (It was in con- 
nexion with this scheme that he pressed the Georgians to join 
the Transcaucasian federation.) He was opposed to the idea that 
the union should be formed directly by the constituent repub- 
lics; and he insisted on the need for intermediate links between 

' J. Stalin, Sochtnenya, vol. v, pp. 152-3. 
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the central administration and the individual republican 
governments. His motive was that central control would be 
more effective if it were exercised through four main channels 
than if it were dispersed in a much greater number of direct 
contacts between Moscow and the local administrations. The 
Commissariats were to be classed into three categories: {a) 
Military Affairs, Foreign Policy, Foreign Trade, Transport, 
and Communication were to be the sole and exclusive respon- 
sibility of the Government in Moscow. The governments of 
the various republics were not to possess any commissariats 
dealing with those matters, {b) In the second category were the 
departments of Finance, Economy, Food, Labour, and the 
Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspectorate. These were not to be 
subordinate to the central government, though they were to 
be subject to a measure of co-ordination from Moscow, (r) 
Home Affairs, Justice, Education, and Agriculture belonged to 
the third category and were to be administered by the provin- 
cial governments in complete independence. Sovereign power 
was to reside in the All-Union Congress of Soviets and, between 
the congresses, in the Central Executive Committee. The latter 
was to be composed of two chambers: the Supreme Council 
and the Council of Nationalities. All ethnical groups were to 
be represented by an equal number of delegates in the Council 
of Nationalities. The Central Executive Committee appointed 
the Council of People’s Commissars, the Government. 

During his first convalescence Lenin was consulted on the 
scheme and endorsed it. The Politbureau once again pressed 
the Georgians to join the Transcaucasian federation. The 
Ukrainians demurred at Moscow’s intention to conduct foreign 
policy on their behalf and refused to wind up their own Com- 
missariat for Foreign Affairs. Nominally, however, the scheme 
left the- republics with a very wide measure of self-government. 
It allowed them to manage independently their home affairs, 
security, and police, under the circumstances by far the most 
important department. But the actual practice of the Govern- 
ment was already in flagrant conflict with the letter of the 
prepared reform.^ This was the circumstance that gave rise to 
a conflict between Lenin and Stalin, the first and the last really 

* When the constitution was finally adopted, it actually provided for the control 
by Moscow of the political police in all the republics. 
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bitter disagreement in the course of their long and friendly 
association. 


In the second half of the year, while Lenin was slowly 
recovering in the country-side, Stalin paid him several visits 
and kept him informed about current events. From his im- 
pression of one of those visits published in Pravda, an impression 
overflowing with adoration for the sick leader, the party learned 
that Lenin would shortly be back at his work. The discussions 
in the Politbureau, Trotsky’s attacks on the Commissariat of 
the Inspectorate, the project of the new constitution, and the 
oppositions in Georgia and the Ukraine must have been some 
of the main points in their talks. Lenin apparently accepted 
whatever was Stalin’s version of the events, for he gave his 
unreserved backing to the General Secretary. Even later, in 
October, after he had resumed office, he persisted in that 
attitude and did his utmost to enhance the General Secretary’s 
prestige. He angrily admonished the recalcitrant Georgians; 
he dismissed the criticisms against the Inspectorate; and he 
was getting ready to come out in defence of Stalin’s constitu- 
tional scheme before the tenth congress of the Soviets in Decem- 
ber. His implicit trust in his lieutenant seemed unshaken. 

Then, in November, or at the beginning of December, some- 
thing happened that shook that trust irretrievably. In all 
probability, the change was not caused by any single incident 
but by a coincidence of many. The leaders of the Georgian 
opposition replied to Lenin’s charges with a full statement of 
their views, which may have given Lenin food for reflection. 
About that time an investigation commission headed by 
Dzerzhinsky, the chief of the political police, returned from 
Georgia, and Dzerzhinsky reported to Lenin on its findings. It 
was from him that Lenin learned about some of Ordjonikidze’s 
brutalities. Infuriated, he demanded that his former pupil of 
the Longjumeau school be suspended from membership of 
the party and from office. He was wary of relying solely on 
Dzerzhinsky’s report, however. The chief of the political police, 
a man of the highest integrity and idealism but a muddle- 
headed fanatic, had suspiciously meddled with the work of 
other governmental departments, for which Lenin had publicly 
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rebuked him at a party congress.’ He also supported Stalin’s 
policy in Tiflis. Lenin now asked his own private secretaries 
to prepare for him a full brief on Georgia, 

It was not only the Georgian affair that began to trouble 
Lenin’s mind. Back in office, he sensed a vague and yet un- 
mistakable change in the atmosphere around him. The creaking 
of the administrative machine had got worse during his absence. 
It had become more difficult to get straight and quick answers 
to queries. People grumbled about rudeness in some offices, 
red tape in others, and abuses of power in yet others. His 
own instructions and orders often got stuck in unidentified 
places, without reaching their destination. He had the feeling 
of obscure happenings behind his back. Even before his illness 
he had confided to the party his uncanny sensation that the 
whole governmental machinery had been moving in a direc- 
tion different from the one he, the man at the wheel, had 
believed. That sensation grew in him even more strongly now. 
Trying to trace the source of the change, he ran straight into 
the offices of the General Secretariat. Georgia, disagreements 
in the Politbureau, complaints against Stalin, all began to 
appear in a somewhat different light. 

In the middle of December Lenin suffered his second stroke. 
After a week he recovered enough to be able to dictate notes ; 
but he felt the nearness of death. On 25 December 1922 he 
dictated to his secretary a brief memorandum in lieu of a will. 
He opened with his fear of a split in Bolshevism. ‘Our party 
rests upon two classes’ — peasants and workers; and ‘if there 
cannot exist an agreement between those classes, its fall is in- 
evitable. . . . No measures would prove capable of preventing 
a split.’^ But this danger was ‘remote and improbable’. The 
current disagreements in the Politbureau, so Lenin implied, did 
not reflect the fundamental antagonism between the two classes. 
Even so, he reckoned with the danger of a ‘split in the near 


* The Essentials of Lenin, vol. ii, p. 793. 

* Lenin's will is quoted here from L. Trotsky’s The Real Situation in Russia, pp. 
320-1 . The text of the will was never published in Russia, but official writers often 
quoted fragments from it against Bukharin, Zinoviev, and Kamenev in terms 
identical with those given by Trotsky, thus confirming indirectly Trotsky’s version. 
See, for instance, N. Popov, Outline History, vol. ii, p. 264. In effect nearly the whole 
will was quoted officially, with the exception of parts unfavourable to Stalin and 
favourable to Trotsky. 
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future’. At this point Lenin’s Marxist, sociological line of 
reasoning came to an abrupt end; and Lenin did not even try 
to hint what was, in his view, the social background to the 
discord in the Politbureau. Instead, he went on to state, briefly 
and with extreme caution, his views on his successors, as if 
implying that their discord was still due to personal animosities 
only, though it might acquire wider significance in the future. 
He had no hesitation in pointing to Stalin and Trotsky as the 
chief antagonists, ‘the two most able leaders of the present 
Central Committee’, an opinion which surprised nearly all of 
Lenin’s colleagues and disciples when they first heard it. 
Trotsky disdainfully looked down upon his rival; and to his last 
days treated him as a ‘dull mediocrity’. Nor would any of the 
other members of the Politbureau have subscribed to Lenin’s 
view; each of them felt his own intellectual superiority to the 
General Secretary. Lenin himself had no doubt which of the 
rivals was the more able. ‘Personally . . . Comrade Trotsky . . . 
is, to be sure, the most able man in the present Central Com- 
mittee.’ Yet Lenin by no means took it for granted that 
Trotsky’s greater gifts would secure his ascendancy. The whole 
testament was permeated with uncertainty about the outcome 
of the struggle and anxiety to stop it before it was too late. 

‘Comrade Stalin, having become General Secretary, has 
concentrated an enormous power in his hands; and I am not 
sure that he always knows how to use that power with sufficient 
caution.’ Each word here was carefully weighed. Lenin vented 
the misgivings and suspicions that had grown upon him before 
his relapse; but he did not feel that they were sufficiently 
grounded in the facts to warrant any straight condemnatory 
judgement. By comparison with what he had said about 
Stalin, his characterization of Trotsky was more critical, in 
spite of the tribute to his greater talents. Lenin recalled a recent 
instance of Trotsky’s ‘struggle against the Central Committee’, 
in which Trotsky displayed ‘too far-reaching a self-confidence 
and a disposition to be too much attracted by the purely 
administrative side of affairs’. If the party were to choose 
between the ‘two most able men’ on the basis of these remarks 
only, the odds might have been slightly in Stalin’s favour. Not 
only were Trotsky’s shortcomings stressed with the greater 
emphasis; Lenin also hinted at Trotsky’s inclination to oppose 
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himself to the Central Committee, a grave fault in the leader of 
a party which was bred in discipline, team-work, and was sus- 
picious of ‘individualism’. Lenin was careful not to impute evil 
intentions to either of the rivals — they ‘might lead to a split 
quite innocently. If our party does not take measures to pre- 
vent it, a split might arise unexpectedly.’ 

About the other leaders he had less to say. He reminded his 
followers that Zinoviev’s and Kamenev’s opposition to the 
revolution in October 1917 ‘was not accidental’, a discreet but 
firm expression of his conviction that his two closest disciples 
lacked revolutionary audacity and character. But ‘the October 
episode . . . ought as little to be used against them personally 
as the non-Bolshevism of Trotsky’ against Trotsky. In other 
words, the party should remember their old vices, but it should 
not bring up those vices against them. The reminder of 
Trotsky’s non-Bolshevik past showed that it had, at any rate, 
not been forgotten. The testament ended with brief remarks 
on two younger leaders: Bukharin (‘the greatest and most 
valuable theoretician’, ‘the favourite of the whole party’, in 
whom there was, unfortunately, ‘something scholastic’) and 
Piatakov (‘very able but not to be relied upon in a serious 
political matter’). 

As a last will and testament Lenin’s remarks were dis- 
appointingly inconclusive. His premonition of the schism in his 
party contrasted with his utter helplessness to offer any practical 
guidance. His only advice was ‘to raise the number of members 
of the Central Committee to 50 or 100’, advice that was bound 
to prove completely irrelevant. Contrary to Lenin’s expecta- 
tions, the power of the Politbureau and the General Secretariat 
did not decrease in the enlarged Central Committee — it 
increased. 

While Lenin was meditating over his will, Stalin guided the 
work of the tenth All-Russian Congress of the Soviets, which 
adopted in principle the constitutional reform. He extolled the 
reform as a ‘decisive step on the road towards uniting the 
toilers of the whole world into a World Soviet Socialist Re- 
public’.* Three days later, on 30 December, at the foundation 
congress of the Soviets of the Union of the Soviet Socialist 
Republics (U.S.S.R.), he praised the reform as an achievement 

* J. Stalin, Sochinmya, vol. v, p. 155. 
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as important as was the building up of the Red Army in the civil 
war. This was, of course, an exaggeration, which meant : T have 
achieved no less than Trotsky.’ ‘This’, he went on, ‘is the day 
of the triumph of the new Russia over the old one, over the 
Russia that was the gendarme of Europe and the hangman of 
Asia. . . . Let this congress demonstrate to those who have not 
yet lost the capacity to understand that Communists are as good 
at building new things as they are at destroying old ones.’ 

Lenin, who in those days wrote some of his last powerful 
essays, refrained from uttering in public a single word about 
the celebrated event. On 30 December, the day when the con- 
gress of the Soviets of the U.S.S.R. opened, he dictated notes on 
the conflict in Georgia : 

I think the hastiness and administrative impulsiveness of Stalin 
played a fatal role here, and also his spite against the notorious 
‘social chauvinism’; spite in general plays the worst possible role 
in politics. I fear also that Dzerzhinsky . . . distinguished himself 
by his true Russian disposition (it is well known that russified people 
of foreign birth always overshoot themselves in the matter of the 
true Russian disposition). . , . It is necessary to distinguish the nationa- 
lism of the oppressing nations from the nationalism of the oppressed. 
... It behoves us to hold Stalin and Dzerzhinsky politically respon- 
sible for this genuine Great Russian nationalistic campaign. ' 

In the course of the five days that had elapsed since Lenin dic- 
tated his will, his suspicions had hardened into a certainty of 
Stalin’s guilt; and he now passed from cautious criticisms to 
uninhibited indictment. It may be that during those five days 
he received visitors from the provinces who had come to Moscow 
for the congress ; or that his secretaries had put before him their 
brief on the Georgian problem ; or that he himself had an 
unpleasant encounter with the General Secretary; or that all 
these things happened together. Enough that his views were 
now set and that he was having second thoughts on his testa- 
ment. On 4 January 1923 he dictated a postscript to it, full of 
the anger of a man who felt that he had been deceived by his 
favoured assistant. 

Stalin, is too rude, and this fault . . . becomes unbearable in the 
office of General Secretary. Therefore, I propose to the comrades 
to find a way to remove Stalin from that position and appoint to it 
* L. Trotsky, The Real Situation in Russia^ pp. 322-3. 
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another man . . . more patient, more loyal, more polite and more 
attentive to comrades, less capricious, &c. This circumstance may 
seem an insignificant trifle, but I think that from the point of view 
of preventing a split and from the point of view of the relations 
between Stalin and Trotsky which I discussed above, it is not a trifle, 
or it is such a trifle as may acquire a decisive significance.* 

Apart from Lenin’s wife, Krupskaya, ^nd his secretaries, 
nobody knew about his will. Fearing complete paralysis or 
sudden death, Lenin hastened to put on record his charges 
against Stalin and his advice to the party. Soon afterwards his 
health again seemed to improve; and so he himself set out to 
attack the General Secretary, at first cautiously and then with 
increasing vigour. Part of the description of this incident is 
based on Trotsky’s subsequent revelations, the truthfulness of 
which may be questioned by the sceptic. But the essential part 
of the story is based on Lenin’s own statements in Pravda, which 
have been reprinted in all editions of his writings; and these not 
only fit in with Trotsky’s revelations but lend them powerful 
support. No other version of the events has, at any rate, ever 
been presented either by Stalin or his apologists. 

On 25 January 1923 Pravda published Lenin’s first criticism 
of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspectorate, still mild in tone 
and muddled in its practical conclusions.^ In the first week of 
February^ Lenin dictated his article ‘Better less but better’, a 
devastating attack on Stalin as the Commissar of the Inspector- 
ate. The article, his last in Pravda^ did not appear in print 
until 4 March, four weeks after it had been written. In the 
interval vain attempts were apparently made either by Stalin 
or by his friends to dissuade Lenin from launching his attack. 

‘Let us say frankly’, these were Lenin’s words, ‘that the 
People’s Commissariat of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspector- 
ate does not enjoy the slightest prestige. Everybody knows that 
a more badly organized institution than our Workers’ and 
Peasants’ Inspectorate does not exist and that under present 
conditions nothing can be expected from this Commissariat.’^ 
Stalin’s name was not once mentioned; but the personal 

* L. Trotsky, The Real Situation in Russia^ pp. 322-3. 

* Essentials of Lenin, vol. ii, pp. 841-3. 

^ See Lerdn (Official biography), p. 188. 

^ Essentials of Lenin, vol. ii, p. 846. 
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implication of the attack was obvious — for four years, since its 
creation, Stalin had been at the head of the Commissariat. 
‘Indeed,’ Lenin continued, ‘what is the use of establishing a 
People’s Commissariat which carries on anyhow, which does 
not enjoy the slightest confidence and whose work carries 
scarcely any weight? . . . Our main object ... is to change 
all this.’ ‘We must really set to work ... to create something 
really exemplary, something that will win the respect of all 
and sundry for its merits, and not only because of its rank and 
title.’ Lenin’s remarks on the virtues that should reside in 
a reformed Commissariat were as many reflections on its vices 
under Stalin’s leadership : ‘Let us hope that our new Workers’ 
and Peasants’ Inspectorate will not suffer from . . . ridiculous 
primness or ridiculous swank . . . which plays entirely into the 
hands of our Soviet and party bureaucracy. Let it be said in 
parenthesis that we have bureaucrats in our party offices as well 
as in Soviet offices.’ Lack of civilized manners was at the root 
of the trouble. ‘People dilate at too great length and too 
flippantly on “proletarian” culture. We would be satisfied with 
real bourgeois culture for a start, and wc would be glad, for 
a start, to be able to dispense with the cruder types of pre- 
bourgeois culture, i.e. bureaucratic or serf culture, &c. In 
matters of culture, haste and sweeping measures arc the worst 
possible things.’ The Commissariat which, run by the son of 
Georgian serfs, had to audit tlie workings of the whole admini- 
stration, was itself apparently wallowing in ‘bureaucratic and 
serf culture’. 

This was Lenin’s first, publicly delivered, blow. Behind the 
scenes he prepared for a final attack at the twelfth party con- 
gress, convened for April; and he agreed with Trotsky on joint 
action. On 5 March, the day after Pravda had at last published 
his criticisms of Stalin’s Commissariat, he had a sharp exchange 
with Stalin. He then dictated a brief letter to Stalin, telling 
him that he ‘broke off’ all personal relations with him. The 
next day, 6 March, he wired a message to the leaders of the 
Georgian opposition, promising to take up their case at 
the congress : ‘I am with you in this matter with all my heart. 
I am outraged by the arrogance of Ordjonikidze and the con- 
nivance of Stalin and Dzerzhinsky.’" He again communicated 

* L. Trotsky, The Stalin School of Falsification^ pp. 68-9. 
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with Trotsky about their joint tactics in the Georgian business; 
and he briefed Kamenev who was to depart for Tiflis with a 
special commission of inquiry. Just in the middle of all these 
moves, on 9 March, he suffered the third attack of his illness, 
from which he was not to recover. 

Stalin had no exact knowledge of Lenin’s moves; but he 
sensed danger. He knew his formidable opponent well enough 
to realize that his whole career was in the balance. He could 
not but receive the news of Lenin’s relapse with mixed feelings, 
to say the least.* That Lenin would not be there to impeach 
him before the congress relieved him beforehand from the 
greater part of his embarrassment. He still had ground to sus- 
pect an attack from Trotsky, who might also be a dangerous 
critic but who might equally prove a ‘champion with faked 
muscles’. He set out to lull Trotsky into inactivity. At the 
session of the Politbureau which discussed new arrangements 
for the congress, the first congress in the whole history of the 
party that was not to be guided by Lenin, Stalin proposed that, 
in place of Lenin, Trotsky should address the congress on behalf 
of the Central Committee, as its chief rapporteur.^ The scene 
which then took place, as related by Trotsky, was a farce in 
which it is difficult to say which of the two rivals played the 
more insincere part. Trotsky refused to act in Lenin’s customary 
role, lest people should think that he was advancing his claim 
to leadership even before Lenin was dead. His apprehension 

* This is the most that can be said about Stalin’s attitude towards Lenin’s death. 
Trotsky suggests that Stalin may have poisoned Lenin. But this is no more than 
a vague surmise, as Trotsky himself stales; and it sounds unreal in view of the fact 
that IVotsky never levelled that charge, or even hinted at it, during the many years of 
his struggle against Stalin up to 1 939-40, when he raised it for the first time (L. Trot- 
sky, Stalin, pp. 372-82). Apparently, Trotsky projected the experience of the great 
purges of the late thirties back to 1924. Yet such a projection contradicts Trotsky’s 
own characterization of Stalin. Tf Stalin could have foreseen’, says Trotsky, ‘at 
the very beginning where his fight against Trotskyism would lead, he undoubtedly 
would have stopped short, in spite of the prospect of victory over all his opponents. 
But he did not foresee anything’ (ibid., p. 393). Thus even after he had charged 
Stalin with poisoning Lenin, Trotsky still treated the Stalin of 1924 as an essentially 
honest but short-sighted man, a characterization that can hardly be squared with 
the accusation. There is also the fact that Stalin did not dispose of Trotsky himself 
in a similar manner, while the latter was in Russia, an act pf which he would cer- 
tainly have been capable if he had been capable of assassinating Lenin. The whole 
story of the relations between Lenin and Stalin at that time, however, seems to 
justify the conclusion that Lenin’s death must have relieved Stalin of a grave 
apprehension. * L. Trotsky, Stalin, p. 366. 
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was certainly genuine. But then he went on to propose that 
Stalin, as General Secretary, should ex officio act in place of 
Lenin. The latter, too, was cautious enough to refuse. In the 
end Zinoviev accepted the risky honour. 

Meanwhile, Stalin displayed modesty and simple-minded 
devotion to Lenin. Such postures shielded him from a good 
half of the charges levelled against him. A few days after 
Lenin’s new stroke he published an essay on ‘Communist 
Strategy and Tactics V full of reverential references to the sick 
leader. (‘This essay is just a condensed and schematical ex- 
position of Comrade Lenin’s essential views.’) Even if the story 
of their sharp clash had leaked out from the Kremlin, it would 
have sounded incredible to most people. He continued his 
vague overtures to Trotsky. At the sessions of the Politbureau 
he was yielding and conciliatory, readily accepting every 
amendment to the motions he was preparing for the congress. 
He almost welcomed every opportunity for making some verbal 
concession to his critics. Eventually, his motion on policy 
towards the small nationalities betrayed much more of Trotsky’s 
style than of his own. Its burden was in the reprobation of 
‘Soviet officials in the centre and in the provinces’ who chauvi- 
nistically interpreted the Union of Soviet Republics as ‘the 
beginning of the reconstitution of “great and indivisible” 
Russia’. An amendment also explicitly provided for the 
possible scrapping of his own celebrated constitutional reform 
and for leaving the independent republics with their fully 
fledged governments, until the Russian bureaucracy had 
learned to give ‘truly proletarian and truly fraternal considera- 
tion to the needs and demands of the backward nationalities’.^ 
But Stalin obtained a condemnation also of the ‘local national- 
isms’, a loophole for the justification of his own policies. 

Frederick the Great once said that he had concluded an 
agreement with his people, under which they were free to say 
what they liked and he was free to act as he pleased. As long 
as he could act as he pleased, Stalin was at this stage willing to 
talk as Trotsky liked. After all his concessions, the Politbureau 
decided not to communicate Lenin’s notes on the Georgian 
affair to the congress, on the ground that it was not clear what 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya^ vol. v, pp. 160-80. 

* Ibid., p. 190. 
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use Lenin had intended to make of them. This was Stalin’s first 
tactical success. The next one was that Trotsky refrained from 
delivering, at the congress, the prepared attack on the General 
Secretary. (Only one member of the PoHtbureau, Bukharin, 
openly backed the Georgian and Ukrainian oppositions.) 
Hoping for Lenin’s recovery and believing that their joint 
action would be more effective than his own solitary effort, 
Trotsky bided his time. Meanwhile Stalin acted. 


It was about this time that a triumvirate, composed of Stalin, 
Zinoviev, and Kamenev, formed itself within the PoHtbureau. 
What made for the solidarity of the three men was their de- 
termination to prevent Trotsky from succeeding to the leader- 
ship of the party. Separately, neither could measure up to 
Trotsky. Jointly, they represented a powerful combination of 
talent and influence. Zinoviev was the politician, the orator, 
the demagogue with popular appeal. Kamenev was the strate- 
gist of the group, its solid brain, trained in matters of doctrine, 
which were to play a paramount part in the contest for power. 
Stalin was the tactician of the triumvirate and its organizing 
force. Between them, the three men virtually controlled the 
whole party and, through it, the Government. Kamenev had 
acted as Lenin’s deputy and presided over the Moscow Soviet. 
Zinoviev was the chairman of the Soviet of Petersburg, soon 
to be renamed Leningrad. Stalin controlled most of the pro- 
vinces. Zinoviev was, in addition, the President of the Com- 
munist International, whose moral authority in Russia was 
then great enough to make any pretender strive for its support. 

Finally, the three men represented, as it were, the party’s 
tradition. Their uninterrupted association with Bolshevism 
dated back to the split of 1903; and they held seniority in 
leadership. Of the other members of the PoHtbureau, apart 
from Trotsky, Bukharin was considerably younger, and 
Tomsky, the leader of the trade unions, had only recently be- 
come a member of it. Seniority carried with it the halo of a 
heroic past, distinguished by unflagging devotion to Bolshevism. 
The three men refused now to follow that ‘ex-Menshevik’, 
Trotsky, who, after an association with the party which had 
lasted only five years, had come to be commonly regarded as 



256 STALIN: A POLITICAL BIOGRAPHY 

Lenin’s successor. This motive, the only one that made for 
their solidarity, impelled them to act in concert. As the other 
members of the Politbureau walked each his own way, the 
triumvirs automatically commanded a majority. Their motions 
and proposals, on which they usually agreed before every 
session of the Politbureau, were invariably carried. The other 
members were bound hand and foot by the discipline of the 
Politbureau — any attempt by one of them to discuss their inner 
controversies in public would have appeared as an act of 
disloyalty. 

With the scene so set, Stalin had little to fear from the con- 
gress. He had against him only second-rate opponents, who 
failed to carry the mass of the delegates. Many delegates were 
already dependent for their political standing on the General 
Secretariat. The degree of that dependence was indicated by 
Stalin himself when he described to the congress the work of 
the personnel department in the General Secretariat. His 
account shed light on the manner in which the party was 
securing its control over every field of public life. The year 
before only 27 per cent, of the regional leaders of the trade 
unions were members of the party. At present 57 per cent, of 
them were Communists. The percentage of Communists in the 
management of co-operatives had risen from five to fifty ; and 
in the commanding staffs of the armed forces from sixteen to 
twenty-four. The same happened in all other institutions which 
Stalin described as the ‘transmission belts’ connecting the party 
with the people. Not a single public institution was to be left 
outside the system of these transmission belts.' 

To be able to marshal its forces, the personnel department 
kept solid files with the most detailed records of the party’s 
‘key-men’. The party had now, after the first purges, about 
400,000 ordinary members and about 20,000 officials. So far 
the personnel department had compiled the records of the upper 
and medium layers, including 1,300 managers of industry. The 
investigation, Stalin disclosed, was still on. The files were com- 
piled with special attention to every member’s professional skill 
and specialization, political reliability, and moral bearings. 
Every blemish in a member’s record was duly registered. ‘It is 
necessary to study every worker through and through’, said 

* J. Stalin, SochinenjfOt vol. v, p. 197 and passim. 
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Stalin, ‘in every detail.’* ‘Otherwise policy loses sense and 
becomes meaningless gesticulation.’^ Since the personnel 
department had to meet or help in meeting any demand for 
officials, it had spread a network of branches throughout the 
country. It had the power to order members to change their 
occupation and place of residence at the shortest notice, to 
shift from the capital to the wilderness of Siberia or to an 
embassy abroad, in order to carry out any assignment. An 
assignment, even an honourable one, might be a pretext for 
the punishment of a somewhat restive member. Few persons, 
whatever their merits, could have been quite sure that if their 
politics displeased the General Secretariat, some faux pas com- 
mitted by them in the past would not now be publicly held 
out against them. But, so far, this had not become common 
practice. 

The General Secretary was also responsible for appointments 
of provincial party leaders. He spoke about this with specious 
sadness. It was time, he told the congress, that provincial 
organizations elected their secretaries, instead of getting them 
appointed from above. Unfortunately, the lack of qualified 
men was so acute that local branches were all the time pestering 
the General Secretariat to send them people from the centre. 
‘It is very difficult to train party leaders. This requires five, 
ten, or even more years. It is much easier to conquer this or 
that country with the help of Comrade Budienny’s cavalry than 
to train two or three leaders from the rank and file.’ He 
defended the provincial committees that had so often been 
attacked and ridiculed in the newspapers. He spoke for the 
whole phalanx of his secretaries; and he excused even their 
squabbling and intriguing, which had their good as well as their 
bad sides, because they helped in the crystallization of ‘coherent 
nuclei of leaders’.^ In other words, the provincial committees 
were miniature replicas of the Politbureau with their own little 
triumvirates and duumvirates and their groups of oppositionists. 

At the congress Stalin, in reply to a critic, made his first 
public admission of the existence of the triumvirate and de- 
clared its solidarity against any opposition. ‘Osinsky’, these 
were Stalin’s words, ‘has praised Stalin and praised Kamenev, 

^ Ibid., p. 210. 


^ Ibid., p. 221. 
^ Ibid., p. 216. 
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but he has attacked Zinoviev, thinking that for the time being 
it would be enough to remove one of them and that then would 
come the turn of the others. His aim is to break up that nucleus 
that has formed itself inside the Central Committee over years 
of toil. ... I ought to warn him that he will run into a wall, 
against which, I am afraid, he will smash his head.’* To 
another critic,^ who demanded more freedom of discussion in 
the party, Stalin replied that the party was no debating society. 
Russia was ‘surrounded by the wolves of imperialism ; and to dis- 
cuss all important matters in 20,000 party cells would mean to 
lay all one’s cards before the enemy’. Amid prolonged applause 
he concluded thus: ‘It is long since I have seen a congress 
as united and as inspired by a single idea as this one. I am 
sorry that Comrade Lenin is not here. If he had been here, 
he could have said; “Twenty-five years I have nursed the party 
and I have brought her up to be great and strong.” At no 
other congress before had Stalin spoken with anything 
approaching his present self-confidence. 

The malcontents, leaderless and helpless, were defeated at 
the congress. Three months later, in August 1923, the Polit- 
bureau was alarmed by a sudden outbreak of many strikes in 
industry. Since the promulgation of the N.E.P. in 1921, 
Russia’s economy was beginning to recover. But the process 
was slow and painful. Industry was still unable to meet the 
country’s most essential needs. It failed to supply the country- 
side with the goods that would induce peasants to sell food. 
Low wages, unemployment, and starvation were driving the 
working class to despair. Since trade unions refused to take 
up the workers’ demands, discontent exploded in ‘unofficial’ 
strikes. The restive mood penetrated into the ruling party. 
Clandestine opposition groups were discovered within its 
ranks. Some of these groups were half Menshevik; others were 
wholly Bolshevik and consisted of remnants of the oppositions 
that h^ been banned in 1921 as well as of new elements. 
Their main plank was the demand for freedom of criticism in- 
side the party. Some of the dissenters were expelled, others 

The critic who used the pen-name Osinsky was Prince Obolensky, a very 
prominent Bolshevik economist. 

* That other critic, Lutovinov, was soon to commit suicide. 

* J. Stalin, SochinmyOf vol. v, p. 235. 
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imprisoned. These were the first instances of clandestine opposi- 
tion among Communists. So far, the secret groups had acted 
without concert and lacked leadership. The triumvirs feared 
a link-up between their rivals and the discontented rank and 
file.* 

They reacted to the crisis in a self-contradictory manner. 
They put before the Central Committee a motion about the 
need to restore democracy and freedom of discussion for the 
members of the party. On the other hand, they mobilized the 
political police against the secret oppositions. The police found 
that ordinary Bolsheviks often refused to co-operate in tracing 
the opposition groups. Dzerzhinsky asked the Politbureau to 
authorize the police to take action against uncooperative 
Bolsheviks, too. At this point the fight between Trotsky and the 
triumvirs entered a new phase. Without making it quite clear 
whether he thought that Dzerzhinsky’s demand should be 
granted, Trotsky attacked the triumvirate. What had hap- 
pened, he stated, was symptomatic of the party’s state of mind, 
its sense of frustration, and its distrust of the leaders. Even 
during the civil war ‘the system of appointment [from above] 
did not have one-tenth of the extent that it has now. Appoint- 
ment of the secretaries of provincial committees is now the 
rule.’ He granted that there was a grain of demagogy in the 
demands for a workers’ democracy, ‘in view of the incompati- 
bility of a fully developed workers’ democracy with the regime 
of the dictatorship’. But the discipline of the civil war ought to 
have given place to ‘a more lively and broader party responsi- 
bility’. Instead, ‘the bureaucratization of the party machine 
had developed to unheard of proportions; and criticism and 
discontent, the open expression of which was stifled, were driven 
underground, assuming uncontrollable and dangerous forms’.^ 

The triumvirs evaded the issues raised by Trotsky and 
charged him with malevolence, personal ambition, neglect of 
his duties in the Government, and so on. They accused him of 
trying to establish himself as Lenin’s successor.^ This last charge 
was, in a sense, true, for the fight over the succession was in- 
herent in the situation. Yet this as well as the other charges 

* Ibid., pp. 354-61 ; N. Popov, Outline History, vol. ii, pp. 194-204. 

* M. Eastman, Since Lenin Died, Appendix IV, pp. 142-3. 

* N. Popov, Outline History, vol. ii, pp. 144-96.' 
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were beside the point, for the crisis in the party, as Trotsky 
diagnosed it, was a fact. 

In the middle of this exchange forty-six prominent Com- 
munists issued a declaration the gist of which was identical with 
Trotsky’s criticisms.* Among the signatories were: Piatakov, 
one of the two ablest leaders of the young generation mentioned 
in Lenin’s testament, Preobrazhensky and Serebriakov, former 
members of the Politbureau, Antonov-Ovseenko, the military 
leader of the October revolution, Smirnov, Osinsky, Bubnov, 
Sapronov, Muralov, Drobnis, and othei-s, distinguished leaders 
in the civil war, men of brain and character. Some of them 
had led previous oppositions against Lenin and Trotsky, ex- 
pressing the malaise that made itself felt in the party as its 
leadership began to sacrifice first principles to expediency. 
Fundamentally, they were now voicing that same malaise which 
was growing in proportion to the party’s continued departure 
from some of its first principles. It is not certain whether 
Trotsky directly instigated their demonstration. So far he con- 
ducted his dispute with the triumvirs behind the closed doors 
of the Politbureau. The party at large was under the im- 
pression that he had all the time been whole-heartedly behind 
the official policy. He thus had the worst of both worlds: he 
had been burdened with responsibility for a policy to which 
he had been opposed ; and he had done nothing to rally in time 
those who might have supported him. 

In November the alarm caused by the crisis led the triumvirs 
to table a motion in favour of democratic reform in the party. 
As in the Georgian affair, so now Stalin agreed to make any 
verbal concession to Trotsky. The motion was carried by the 
Politbureau unanimously. Trotsky had no choice but to vote 
for it. On 7 November, the sixth anniversary of the revolution, 
Zinoviev officially announced the opening of a public discussion 
on all issues that troubled the Bolshevik mind. The state of siege 
in the party, so it might have seemed, was at last being lifted. 

This was not the case. The state of affairs against which the 
opposition rose was not merely the result of Stalin’s or the 
other triumvirs’ ambition and ill will. It had deeper roots. 
The revolution had saved itself by building up a massive political 
machine. The apathy, if not the hostility, of the masses drove 

* N. Popov, Outline History^ vol. ii, pp. 144-9G. 
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it to rely increasingly on rule by coercion rather than by per- 
suasion. Who could say with any certainty that the time had 
now come to reverse all this, to scrap or even curb the political 
machine, and to rely on the soundness of popular opinion? Who 
could be sure that this would not have impaired the safety of the 
revolution? If a workers’ democracy was needed, did that 
mean that the Mensheviks and the Social Revolutionaries were 
to be allowed to come back? Most of Stalin’s critics, including 
Trotsky, agreed that the Mensheviks should remain outlawed. 
In their view, the time had not yet come to lift the state of siege 
in the republic — they wanted it to be lifted in the party only. 
But was it at all possible that the party should be an island of 
freedom in a society doomed, for good or evil, to dictatorial 
t rule? Apart from all this, the massive dictatorial machine had 
now a vested interest in self-perpetuation, which it was able to 
identify with the broader interest of the revolution. Both sides 
in the dispute were aware of the dilemma; but while to one of 
them, the opposition, that awareness was a source of weak- 
ness, to the other it was a source of strength. 

Trotsky consequently demanded not more than a limited 
reform, to be promulgated from above, a degree of admini- 
strative liberalism. He had been careful so far to refrain from 
any appeal to public opinion, even Communist opinion, against 
the rulers. Yet he felt the need for bringing the dispute into 
the open. The official inauguration of a public discussion gave 
him the opportunity to do so, the opportunity, that is, to 
appeal to public opinion against the rulers and to do so with 
the rulers’ own formal permission. His inconsistency, real or 
apparent, was dictated by deeper considerations. He believed 
that it should be possible to strike a balance between dictator- 
ship and freedom, that it should be possible to restrict or broaden 
the one or the other, according to circumstances. He hoped 
that with Russia’s economic recovery and the progress of 
socialism, the regime would be able to rely less and less upon 
coercion and more and more upon willing support. The 
revolution should be able to recapture its own youth. The 
divorce between the revolution and the people, he thought, was 
of a temporary character. The triumvirs, and especially Stalin, 
were far less hopeful. 

Here we touch the root of most of the differences between 
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Trotskyism and Stalinism. Both insisted on their basic loyalty 
to the Marxist outlook; and there is no reason to doubt the 
sincerity of their professions. For both factions to claim alle- 
giance to Marxism and Leninism was as natural as it is for 
Protestants and Catholics to swear by Christianity. In the one 
case as in the other the professions of faith, common to both 
sides, offer almost no clue to their antagonism. What underlay 
Trotsky’s attitude was a cautious and yet very real revolu- 
tionary optimism, a belief that, if only the rulers pursued the 
right Socialist policy, the working classes would support them. 
This belief had indeed been implicit in the Marxist philo- 
sophy; and Stalin never openly contradicted it. But between 
the lines of his policies there is always present a deep disbelief 
in the popularity of socialism, and even more than that: an 
essentially pessimistic approach to man and society. In the last 
instance the revolutionary optimist sets his hope on his frank 
appeal to the people, even when he may seem to hope against 
hope. The pessimist in power distrusts those whom he rules. 
The Communist pessimist treats his own doctrine as a piece of 
esoteric knowledge. He does not believe that the working classes 
are really capable of accepting it, unless it is, brutally speaking, 
pushed down their throats. Both the optimist and the pessimist 
are convinced that communism is the only remedy for the evils 
of capitalist society. But whereas the former is convinced that 
sooner or later — and sooner rather than later — the patient him- 
self, if properly enlightened, will ask for the remedy, the latter 
is inclined to order the cure without much regard for the 
patient’s wish. However, this digression perhaps runs ahead of 
our story. 

A few weeks after Zinoviev had officially opened the public 
debate, Stalin addressed the Communists of Krasnaya Presnya, 
a working-class district in Moscow, on the meaning of the ‘New 
Course’.* He frankly admitted that the party was in a state of 
ferment and that it had lost touch with the mood in the country. 
The reason for this he saw in the organizations on the spot, which 
had ceased to discuss public affairs and had abandoned elective 
practices in favour of nomination from above. The fault of the 
leadership, if there was any, was that it had not discovered 
these abnormal conditions in time. ‘In 1917’, he went on, ‘we 

* J. Stalin, Sochirunya, vol. v, pp. 354-70. 
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fancied that we were going to form a commune, an association 
of toilers, that we were going to finish off bureaucracy. . . . This 
is an ideal from the attainment of which we are still far off. . . . 
What is needed to free the state from bureaucratic elements . . . 
is a high degree of civilization in the people, a completely 
secure, peaceful condition all round, so that we should not need 
large military cadres . . . which put their imprint on the other 
governmental institutions. . . .’* The evils of this state of affairs 
could in part be remedied by the New Course. But the party 
should be wary of taking too much advantage of freedom. 
They should go back to elective practices, but the restrictions 
on election must also remain in force. There was to be freedom 
of expression, but the previously imposed limitations must still 
apply. The sting of his story was in its tail. Some critics, Stalin 
said, quoted Trotsky in their support. He, Stalin, did not know 
what right they had to do so, for he knew Trotsky (here his tone 
became almost reverential) as one who insisted that the party was 
no debating society, that it must have discipline in action. He 
thus gave his audience the impression that Trotsky stood behind 
the policies of the General Secretariat. In the light of the pre- 
ceding exchange of letters between Trotsky and the triumvirs, 
his suggestion was undoubtedly meant to provoke Trotsky to 
a public debate. 

Three days later, on 5 December, Trotsky retorted with an 
open letter to the Communists of Krasnaya Presnya.^ Taking 
his stand on the Politbureau’s latest decisions, he emphatically 
warned the rank and file that without their vigilant pressure on 
the leaders, those decisions would remain a dead letter. ‘Certain 
conservatively disposed comrades [he did not mention names] 
incline to over-estimate the role of the machine and under- 
estimate the self-activity of the party, take a critical attitude to 
the resolution of the Politbureau. They say the Central Com- 
mittee is undertaking an impossible task, the resolution will 
only spread false illusions and lead to negative results.’ This 
was not his, Trotsky’s, view. He thought it was time the party 
regained its initiative and self-rule, which it had abdicated in 
favour of the machine. ‘The party shall subordinate to itself 

‘ Ibid. This was, of course, a subtle intimation that the source of the evil was 
not in the party caucus but in the army, i.e. in Trotsky’s department. 

* Appendix VI in M. Eastman, Since Lenin Diedj pp. 146-7. 
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its machine, not for one instant ceasing to be a centralized 
organization.’ It should exercise its right to criticism ‘without 
fear and without favour. . . . And first of all ought to be removed 
from the party positions those who at the first voice of criticism, ^ 
of objection, of protest, are inclined to demand one’s party 
ticket for the purpose of repression. The New Course ought to 
begin with this, that in the machine all should feel, from top 
to bottom, that nobody dares to terrorize the party.’ Trotsky 
appealed to the youth; and, as if pointing to the triumvirs, the 
‘old guard’ of Bolshevism, he warned the party that revolu- 
tionary ‘old guards’ had not rarely degenerated into bureau- 
crats. This had happened with the leaders of reformist socialism 
in Europe; and it might happen with Bolsheviks, too. It was 
from this letter that the public got the first inkling of the cleavage ' 
in the Politbureau. 

The triumvirs took up the challenge instantly. The impulsive 
Zinoviev proposed that Trotsky be immediately arrested. 
Stalin, more circumspect and aware of Trotsky’s immense 
popularity, opposed such a step. Curiously enough, at this 
stage, and even later, he was at pains to appear as the most 
moderate, sensible, and conciliatory of the triumvirs. His 
criticisms of Trotsky were less offensive than Zinoviev’s or 
Kamenev’s. Aware that the party resented the belittlement of 
Trotsky, he left his partners to go through the crudest forms of 
mud-slinging, from which their own as well as Trotsky’s prestige 
was bound to suffer. He himself concentrated on a more dis- 
creet job, the handling of the party machine. Accustomed to 
attach due importance to the technical aspects of party life, he 
was anxious to obtain a formal verdict against the opposition 
from a national Communist assembly. It was still too risky to 
refer the controversy to an elected congress. It was therefore 
decided to convoke a national conference at which the local 
branches were represented by their secretaries, officials, and 
appointees of the General Secretariat. An assembly of that sort 
could be relied upon to oblige the triumvirate; and its verdict 
against Trotsky was, in its turn, certain to impress the rest of 
the party. The conference was convened for January 1924. 

Meanwhile, at the end of December, Stalin joined in the 
affray with a public broadside, directed primarily against the ^ 
extremists of the opposition and only in the second instance 
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against Trotsky. His argument, bristling with solecisms and 
non sequiturs, was nevertheless very eflTective, because it brought 
to light the opposition’s mental reservations and inconsistencies. 
Did the opposition demand that Lenin’s rules, which banned 
factions and groupings inside the party, should be abolished? 
Yes or no? It was precisely on this point that the opposition 
could not answer with a definite yes or no. Trotsky, at any rate, 
was at cross-purposes with himself: he wanted Lenin’s rules, 
that he himself had endorsed, to stand; but he claimed that they 
had been abused. It was on this point that Stalin concentrated 
his fire, compelling Trotsky to retreat, to vacillate, to give up 
one position after another, and then to attempt to regain the 
lost ground when it was too late, when Trotsky’s followers had 
already been confused and disheartened. 

It was in this debate, while Lenin was on his death-bed, that 
the cult of Leninism was actually initiated. To demand, directly 
or indirectly, that any measure that had been inspired by Lenin 
should be cancelled was now an unpardonable offence against 
an unwritten code of behaviour. When Preobrazhensky de- 
clared that the party longed to regain the ‘Leninist’ freedom 
of discussion which it enjoyed before 1920, in the controversy 
over Brest Litovsk, Stalin rejoined that the customs and habits 
of that time were hardly worthy of imitation. Did not, he asked, 
Preobrazhensky and his like, the left Communists, then plan to 
depose Lenin’s government and replace it by their own? This 
was true in part. Yet during the Brest Litovsk controversy, and 
even later, it would have occurred to nobody that there was 
anything reprehensible in such an idea. The left Communists, 
the opponents of peace with Germany, had at one time carried 
the majority of the Central Committee; and it was natural 
for them to consider whether they themselves should not take 
over the government and assume responsibility for the conduct 
of a war to which Lenin was opposed.* This did not prevent 
them and Lenin from working together after the Brest Litovsk 
controversy was over. But now, in 1923, the episode of 1918 

* Bukharin certainly mooted the idea. This was the grain of truth in the charge 
of a conspiracy against Lenin, levelled against him in the purge trials of the 
thirties. In 1923-4 Stalin refrained from mentioning Bukharin in this context, for 
Bukharin had just become his ally against Trotsky. See 75 Konferentsya Vsesoyuznoi 
Kom. Partiif p. 558. 
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looked like a sinister conspiracy or an act of blasphemy. The 
party, so Stalin suggested, should beware of those who advocated 
a return to such pernicious practices. 

In the light of the Leninist cult, Trotsky’s position was most 
vulnerable. He had warned the party about the danger of a 
‘degeneration’ of the old Bolshevik guard ; and he had used in 
this context the first person plural: ‘We, the old Bolsheviks’, a 
phrase which was justified inasmuch as more than ninety per 
cent, of the present members of the party had joined it only after 
the October revolution.' ‘I must defend Trotsky from Trotsky’, 
Stalin replied sarcastically: for surely he was not of the old, now 
allegedly degenerating, guard. The degeneration of the old 
Bolsheviks, he went on, was a figment of Trotsky’s imagination. 
There were elements of decomposition in the party; but these 
were in the Mensheviks, who had joined its ranks but remained 
alien to its spirit.-* The innuendo needed no elaboration. 

The debate, with all its diversions and red herrings, was only 
part of the preparation for a show-down at the forthcoming 
conference. Simultaneously the General Secretariat weakened 
the opposition by dispersing its leaders. Trotsky, ill and ham- 
pered by mental reservations, was not very active. Rakovsky 
was found to be badly needed on the staff of the Soviet Legation 
in London, in connexion with the establishment of Russo- 
British diplomatic relations in February 1924. Krestinsky had 
been sent on a diplomatic mission to Germany, Yoffe to China. 
The opposition could not protest against the assignments, which 
could be justified on their merits. The newly appointed diplo- 
mats could not meddle in the inner affairs of the party. The 
Ukraine had been a stronghold of the opposition under 
Rakovsky’s premiership; and the General Secretariat now 
delegated the former leather-worker Lazar Kaganovich, a tough 
administrator, to clear this hornets’ nest. In Moscow Trotsky’s 
articles and pamphlets were virtually withdrawn from circula- 
tion; hesitant or doubting members had hardly a chance to 
acquaint themselves with both sides of the argument. The 
provincial functionaries were left in no doubt what were the 
wishes of the triumvirs ; and the outcome of the conference was 
a foregone conclusion. 

At the conference Stalin stated his views more bluntly than 

* J. Stalin, SochirunyOy vol. vi, p. 202. > Ibid., vol. v, pp. 384-5. 
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hitherto: ‘I shall say but this, there will plainly not be any de- 
veloped democracy, any full democracy.’* People were forget- 
ting that ‘there are moments when it is impossible and it would 
make no sense to adopt it’, even within the very narrow limits of 
the party. Economic prosperity, military security, and a civilized 
membership, such were the conditions under which a workers’ 
democracy would function; these conditions were lacking. 
Though the party was not democratic, it was wrong to charge 
it with being bureaucratic. His argument was muddled; his 
picture of the organization which was neither democratic nor 
bureaucratic was confused ; but the strength of his argument 
lay precisely in its muddled character, calculated to satisfy hesi- 
tant minds. He then listed ‘six mistakes’ committed by Trotsky. 
.Trotsky had voted for the Politbureau’s motion on the New 
Course and then come out criticizing the Politbureau — he was 
placing himself above his colleagues and assuming the pose of 
a superman. He had refused to say clearly whether he was with 
the Central Committee or with the opposition. Trotsky, the 
‘patriarch of the bureaucrats’, incited the party against its 
machine and the young people against the party. He had set 
himself up as the mouthpiece of the petty bourgeois intelli- 
gentsia, while the other leaders spoke for the proletariat. He 
had blamed the regime in the party for the emergence of secret 
factions and groups, whereas Marxists knew that the variety of 
groups reflected divergent class interests. The party must be 
of one piece, a party of steel, monolithic. Two hundred thou- 
sand workers ‘from the bench’ should be admitted into it at 
once; they would bring with them a sound proletarian spirit, 
immune from petty bourgeois individualism — this was the 
so-called Leninist call-up. Finally, Stalin created a sensation 
by making public a secret clause of Lenin’s resolution to the 
tenth congress, which allowed the Central Committee to expel 
its own members guilty of factional work. He asked the con- 
ference to reaffirm that clause. All his proposals were accepted. 
The conference condemned the opposition as a ‘petty bourgeois 
deviation from Leninism’. 

Three days later, on 21 January 1924, Lenin died. Despite 
all the miseries and disappointments of recent years, he was 

* J. Stalin, SochinenyOy vol. vi, pp. 7-1 1. 
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mourned by the people as very few leaders in history have been 
mourned. In the popular mind his name still stood for the 
great promise of the revolution, the society of equal and free 
men. The mourning crowds were already turning uneasy eyes 
on his disciples : which of them would take his place at the helm 
of the state? In spite of recent squabbles and excommunications, 
the thoughts of many went out to Trotsky. But he was not to be 
seen at Lenin’s bier, at which the crowds paid their last homage 
to the deceased leader as he lay in state, or at the numerous 
memorial meetings. Trotsky had gone to the Caucasus to have 
his illness treated; and, if his own testimony is to be believed, he 
failed to return for the funeral in Moscow because Stalin had 
misinformed him about its date. On the scales of history, it may 
be said, the incident weighed but little.^ But the fact is that in, 
those days the triumvirs, and not Trotsky, impressed themselves 
upon a popular imagination stirred by prolonged and elaborate 
funeral ceremonies. Skilful stage-management turned the lime- 
light on the triumvirs as they were symbolically stepping into the 
breach. Stalin’s own ‘Biographical Chronicle’^ tells the story in 
characteristic detail, day by day, even hour by hour: 

21 January : 6.50 a.m. Lenin dies at Gorky. 9.30 a.m. Stalin , 
and other members of the Politbureau arrive at Gorky. 

22 January: Stalin co-edits a manifesto ‘To all toilers of the 
U.S.S.R.’, and sends oujt messages to the provincial branches 
of the party, calling them to keep faith with the teachings of 
the dead leader. 

23 January: 9 a.m. Stalin and other leaders carry the coffin 
with Lenin’s body from Lenin’s home at Gorky; 1.30 p.m. 
Stalin and his friends carry the coffin from the Paveletsky 
Station to the House of the Trade Unions in Moscow, where 
Lenin lay in state for the next four days ; 6. i o p.m. Stalin stands 
in the guard of honour at the bier. 

25 January: Stalin calls upon the party to collect relics of 
Lenin for the newly founded Lenin Institute. 

* Lovers of historical analogy may recall that in the train of events that led to 
the downfall of Danton, the incident of his illness and departure from Paris played 
a not dissimilar role. ‘On 1 2 October [writes a biographer of Danton] he went for a 
holiday to Arcis-sur-Aube to restore his health. This was an excellent opportunity 
for his enemies — for Billaud Varenne and Robespierre — to prepare his downfall. 
When he returned to Paris in November, it was soon obvious that quitting his post J 
had cost him his position.’ 2 J. Stalin, Sochimnya, vol. vi, pp. 418-19. 
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26 January: 8.24 p.m., at the second congress of the Soviets, 
Stalin reads an oath of allegiance to Lenin. 

27 January: 8 a.m. Stalin takes his place in the guard of 
honour at Lenin’s bier; 8.30 a.m. Stalin moves to the head of 
the bier; 9 a.m. Stalin and others carry the coffin out of the 
House of the Trade Unions; 4 p.m. — end of the funeral pro- 
cession at the Red Square — Stalin and others carry the coffin 
into the crypt of the future Mausoleum. 

28 January: Stalin addresses a memorial meeting. 

The elaborate ceremony was altogether out of keeping with 
the outlook and style of Lenin, whose sobriety and dislike of 
pomp were almost proverbial. The ceremony was calculated to 
stir the mind of a primitive, semi-oriental people into a mood 
^of exaltation for the new Leninist cult. So was the Mausoleum 
in the Red Square, in which Lenin’s embalmed body was 
deposited, in spite of his widow’s protest and the indignation of 
many Bolshevik intellectuals. To myriads of peasants, whose 
religious instincts were repressed under the revolution, the 
Mausoleum soon became a place of pilgrimage, the queer 
Mecca of an atheistic creed, which needed a prophet and saints, 
-a holy sepulchre and icons. Just as original Christianity, as it 
was spreading into pagan countries, absorbed elements of pagan 
beliefs and rites and blended them with its own ideas, so now 
Marxism, the product of western European thought, was 
absorbing elements of the Byzantine tradition, so deeply in- 
grained in Russia, and of the Greek Orthodox style. The pro- 
cess was inevitable. The abstract tenets of Marxism could exist, 
in their purity, in the brains of intellectual revolutionaries, 
especially those who had lived as exiles in western Europe. 
Now, after the doctrine had really been transplanted to Russia 
and come to dominate the outlook of a great nation, it could 
not but, in its turn, assimilate itself to that nation’s spiritual 
climate, to its traditions, customs, and habits. Imperceptibly, 
the process had been going on for some time. Nobody had had 
a deeper insight into it and felt more embarrassed by it than 
Lenin. His own death was the catharsis, which relieved many 
of his disciples from the inhibitions of pure Marxism. It 
revealed the degree of the mutual assimilation of doctrine and 
environment that had taken place so far. 

It was perhaps natural that the triumvir who had spent his 
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formative years in a Greek Orthodox seminary should become 
the foremost agent of that change, that he should give the fullest 
expression to it. The oath to Lenin, which he read at the second 
congress of the Soviets, remains to this day the fullest and the 
most organic revelation of his own mind. In it, the style of 
the Communist Manifesto is strangely blended with that of the 
Orthodox Prayer Book; and Marxist terminology is wedded 
to the old Slavonic vocabulary. Its revolutionary invocations 
sound like a litany composed for a church choir: 

Comrades, we Communists are people of a special cut. We have 
been cut out of peculiar stuff. . . . There is no loftier title than that 
of a member of the party, of which Comrade Lenin has been founder 
and leader. It is not given to everyone to be a member of such a 
party. It is not given to everyone to endure the hardships and storms 
that go with the membership of such a party. Sons of the working 
class, sons of misery and struggle, sons of incredible privation and 
heroic endeavour, these, above all, ought to be the members of such 
a party. . . . 

In leaving us. Comrade Lenin ordained us to hold high and keep 
pure the great title of member of the party. We vow to thee, Com- 
rade Lenin, that we shall honourably fulfil this thy commandment. . . . 

In leaving us. Comrade Lenin ordained us to guard the unity of 
our party like the apple of our eye. We vow to thee. Comrade Lenin, 
that we shall fulfil honourably this thy commandment, too. . . . 

In leaving us. Comrade Lenin ordained us to guard and strengthen 
the dictatorship of the proletariat. We vow to thee, Comrade Lenin, 
that without sparing our strength we shall honourably fulfil this thy 
commandment, too. . . . 

In leaving us. Comrade Lenin ordained us to strengthen with all 
our might the alliance of workers and peasants. We vow to thee, 
Comrade Lenin, that we shall fulfil honourably this thy command- 
ment, too. . . . 

In leaving us, Comrade Lenin ordained us to strengthen and 
broaden the Union of the Republics. We vow to thee, Comrade 
Lenin, that we shall honourably fulfil this thy commandment, 
too. . . . 

In leaving us. Comrade Lenin ordained us to keep faith with the 
principles of the Communist International. We vow to thee, Com- 
rade Lenin, that we shall not spare our lives in the endeavour to 
strengthen and broaden the alliance of the workers of the whole 
world — the Communist International.^ 

* J. Stalin, Sochinmyay vol. vi, pp. 46-31. 
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In view of all that had recently passed between Lenin and 
Stalin, it might be thought that this half-mystical oath was a 
piece of sheer hypocrisy. Such a conclusion would seem to over- 
simplify the matter, though it can hardly be doubted that 
* Stalin’s exalted valediction contained its streak of insincerity. 
Yet he was undoubtedly sincere in his belief that he had the 
right to regard himself as Lenin’s orthodox pupil. His adherence 
to Bolshevism had lasted twenty years; he had been a member 
of Lenin’s Central Committees for ten years ; and more than 
half of that time, for six difficult and stormy years, he had 
served directly under Lenin, with energy and devotion. Could 
their brief and violent conflict have obliterated their long, close 
, association? Stalin still felt entitled to think of his clash with 
^enin as of an awkward episode, a misunderstanding, which, if 
Lenin had recovered, might have been smoothed out to their 
mutual satisfaction. He was certainly convinced that his atti- 
tude towards the body of doctrine bequeathed by Lenin was 
beyond reproach. In all probability he was not aware that the 
Leninist cult, and in particular his own half-religious oath, 
sounded like a mockery of the real Lenin.* 

^ Presently, he expounded Leninism, as he understood it, to 
the Communist youth and the undergraduates of the Sverdlov 
university, where the party was bringing up its new intellectual 
elites What he had to say on the subject was so unoriginal and 
dull that it hardly deserves to be summarized. The only original 
side of his exposition was its form. He presented Lenin’s 
doctrine, which was essentially sociological and experimental, 
as a series of rigid canons and flat strategic and tactical recipes 
for mankind’s salvation, all listed and enumerated with the 
precision of a book-keeper. He codified and formalized Lenin- 
ism in that style of spurious simplicity and lucidity that is highly 
attractive to the mind with little sociological training. He sup- 
ported every contention of his with a quotation from Lenin, 
sometimes irrelevant and sometimes torn out of the context, in 

‘ Lenin bitterly scoffed at any attempt to introduce ritual form or quasi- 
religious parlance into socialism. On one occasion he was asked whether it was 
proper for a Socialist to say that socialism was his religion. ‘If an ordinary worker 
said this [Lenin answered] then it only meant that that worker was abandoning 
religion in favour of socialism. But if a socialist leader or an intellectu^ was claim- 
r, ing socialism as his religion, he was abandoning socialism in favour of religion.' 

^ J. Stalin, Sochinenyaf vol. vi, pp. 69-188. 
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the same way that the medieval scholastic sought sanction for 
his speculations in the holy writ. True, Lenin had also some- 
times backed his arguments with all too frequent references to 
Marx. But Stalin carried the mannerism to such absurd per- 
fection that in the end he might have paraphrased Archimedes : ' 
‘Give me a quotation from Lenin and I will move the earth.’ 

Meanwhile the one text of Lenin that might have removed 
the earth from under Stalin’s feet, his will, was still unknown 
to the party and to himself. Only in May, four months after 
Lenin’s death, was it read out at a plenary session of the Central 
Committee, which was to decide whether the document should 
be made public at the forthcoming congress of the party. 
‘Terrible embarrassment paralysed all those present’, so an eye- 
witness describes the scene.* ‘Stalin sitting on the steps of the^ 
rostrum looked small and miserable. I studied him closely; in 
spite of his self-control and show of calm, it was clearly evident 
that his fate was at stake.’ In the atmosphere of the Leninist 
cult, it seemed almost sacrilegious to disregard Lenin’s will. 
At this, for him, fateful moment he was saved by Zinoviev. 
‘Comrades’, so Zinoviev addressed the meeting, ‘every word of 
Ilyich [Lenin] is law to us. . . . We have sworn to fulfil anything*- 
the dying Ilyich ordered us to do. You know perfectly well 
that we shall keep that vow.’ (Many among the audience drop 
their eyes — they cannot look the old actor in the face.) ‘But we 
are happy to say that in one point Lenin’s fears have proved 
baseless. I have in mind the point about our General Secretary. 
You have all witnessed our harmonious co-operation in the last 
few months; and, like myself, you will be happy to say that 
Lenin’s fears have proved baseless.’ Kamenev followed with 
an appeal to the Central Committee that Stalin be left in office. 
But if this was to happen it was not advisable to publish Lenin’s 
will at the congress. Krupskaya protested against the sup- 
pression of her husband’s testament, but in vain. Trotsky, 
present at the meeting, was too proud to intervene in a situation 
which affected his own standing too. He kept silent, expressing 
only through his mien and grimaces his disgust at the scene. 
Zinoviev’s motion that the testament should not be published, 
but only confidentially communicated to picked delegates, was 
then passed by forty votes against ten. Stalin could now wipe , 

* B. Bazhanov, Stalin, der Rote Diktator, pp. 32 - 4 . 
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the cold sweat from his brow. He was back in the saddle, firmly 
and for good. 

The solidarity of the triumvirs stood this extraordinary test 
because both Zinoviev and Kamenev were as convinced that 
they had nothing to fear from Stalin as they were afraid of 
Trotsky. Zinoviev, the President of the Communist Inter- 
national, was still the senior and the most popular triumvir. 
Kamenev was conscious of his intellectual superiority over his 
partners. Both looked upon Stalin as upon their auxiliary; and, 
though they were sometimes uneasy about a streak of perversity 
in him, neither suspected him of the ambition to become Lenin’s 
sole successor. Nor, for that matter, did any such suspicion 
enter the mind of the party as a whole. It was not, on the other 
hand, very difficult to arouse in the party distrust of Trotsky. 
The agents of the triumvirate whispered that Trotsky was the 
potential Danton or, alternatively, the Bonaparte of the Russian 
revolution. The whispering campaign was effective, because 
the party had, from its beginnings, been accustomed to consult 
the great French precedent. It had always been admitted that 
history might repeat itself; and that a Directory or a single 
Sisurper might once again climb to power on the back of the 
revolution. It was taken for granted that the Russian usurper 
would, like his French prototype, be a personality possessed of 
brilliance and legendary fame won in battles. The mask of 
Bonaparte seemed to fit Trotsky only too well. Indeed, it might 
have fitted any personality with the exception of Stalin. In this 
lay part of his strength. 

The very thing which under different circumstances would 
have been a liability in a man aspiring to power, his obscurity, 
was his important asset. The party had been brought up to 
distrust ‘bourgeois individualism’ and to strive for collectivism. 
None of its leaders looked as immune from the former and as 
expressive of the latter as Stalin. What was striking in the 
General Secretary was that there was nothing striking about 
him. His almost impersonal personality seemed to be the ideal 
vehicle for the anonymous forces of class and party. His bear- 
ing seemed of the utmost modesty. He was more accessible to 
the average official or party man than the other leaders. He 
studiously cultivated his contacts with the people who in one 
way or another made and unmade reputations, provincial 
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secretaries, popular satirical writers, and foreign visitors. Him- 
self taciturn, he was unsurpassed at the art of patiently listening 
to others. Sometimes he would be seen in a corner of a stair- 
case pulling at his pipe and listening immovably, for an hour ^ 
or two, to an agitated interlocutor and breaking his silence only 
to ask a few questions. This was one of his qualities that seemed 
to indicate a lack of any egotism. The interviewer, glad of the 
opportunity to get his troubles off his chest, rarely reflected 
on the fact that Stalin had not revealed his mind in the con- 
versation. For Stalin, to quote his secretary,* ‘did not confide 
his innermost thoughts to anybody. Only very rarely did he 
share his ideas and impressions with his closest associates. He 
possessed in a high degree the gift for silence, and in this respect ^ 
he was unique in a country where everybody talked far too^ 
much.’ 

His private life, too, was beyond reproach or suspicion. ‘This 
passionate politician [says Bazhanov] has no other vices. He 
loves neither money, nor pleasure, neither sport, nor women. 
Women, apart from his own wife, do not exist for him.’ In the 
middle of the civil war he married for the second time. His 
wife, Nadezhda Alliluyeva, the daughter of the workman in*^ 
whose home Lenin hid in the July days of 1917, was twenty 
years younger than himself. She had been one of Lenin’s secre- 
taries after the revolution and went to Tsaritsyn in 1919. There 
the love between the Commissar and the Communist girl began. 
Now they had a small lodging in what used to be the servants’ 
quarters in the Kremlin; and Nadezhda Alliluyeva was earn- 
estly studying at a technical college in Moscow. The air of 
plainness and even austerity about the General Secretary’s 
private life commended him to the puritam’cally minded party, 
which was just beginning to grow apprehensive at the first signs 
of corruption and loose life in the Kremlin. 

Nor did Stalin at that time impress people as being more 
intolerant than befitted a Bolshevik leader. He was, as we 
have seen, less vicious in his attacks on the opposition than the 
other triumvirs. In his speeches there was usually the tone of 
a good-natured and soothing, if facile, optimism, which har- | 
monized well with the party’s growing complacency. In the 
Politbureau, when matters of high policy were under debate, ^ 

' B. Bazhanov, Stalin^ der Rote DiktatoTf p. 21. 
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he never seemed to impose his views on his colleagues. He care- 
fully followed the course of the debate to see which way the 
wind was blowing and invariably voted with the majority, 
unless he had assured his majority beforehand. He was there- 
fore always agreeable to the majority. To party audiences he 
appeared as a man without personal grudge and rancour, as a 
detached Leninist, a guardian of the doctrine who criticized 
others only for the sake of the cause. He gave this impression 
even when he spoke behind the closed doors of the Politbureau. 
In the middle of the struggle Trotsky still described Stalin to 
a trusted foreign visitor as ‘a brave and sincere revolutionary’.’ 
A few descriptions of scenes in the Politbureau give a vivid 
glimpse of Stalin, the good soul : 

^ When I attended a session of the Politbureau for the first time 
[writes Bazhanov] the struggle between the triumvirs and Trotsky 
was in full swing. Trotsky was the first to arrive for the session. 
The others were late, they were still plotting. . . . Next entered 
Zinoviev. He passed by Trotsky; and both behaved as if they had 
not noticed one another. When Kamenev entered, he greeted Trotsky 
with a slight nod. At last Stalin came in. He approached the table 
l^at which Trotsky was seated, greeted him in a most friendly manner 
and vigorously shook hands with him across the table. ^ 

During another session, in the autumn of 1923, one of the 
triumvirs proposed that Stalin be brought in as a controller into 
the Commissariat of War, of which Trotsky was still the head. 
Trotsky, irritated by the proposal, declared that he was resign- 
ing from office and asked to be relieved from all posts and 
honours in Russia and allowed to go to Germany, which then 
seemed to be on the brink of a Communist upheaval, to take 
part in the revolution there. Zinoviev countered the move by 
asking the same for himself. Stalin put an end to the scene, 
declaring that ‘the party could not possibly dispense with the 
services of two such important and beloved leaders’.^ 

He was slowly stacking his cards and waiting. The opposi- 
tion, though again condemned by the thirteenth congress in 
May 1924, was still a factor to be reckoned with. The attitude 
of the Communist International had also to be considered. The 

* M. Eastman, Since Lenin Died, p. 55. 

* B. Bazhanov, Stalin, der Rote Diktator, p. 2 1 . 

^ Ibid., p. 52. 
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leaders of European communism, Germans, Poles, and French- 
men, had either protested against the discrediting of Trotsky or 
attempted to persuade the antagonists to make peace. It took 
Zinoviev a lot of wire-pulling to silence those ‘noises off’. He had 
behind him the prestige of the only victorious Communist party, 
the international myth, so to say, of the October revolution, 
from which only very few Communists dared to break away. 
He also had at his disposal the treasure of the International, to 
which the Russian party was the greatest single contributor and 
on which some European parties were, up to a point, dependent. 
Enough that by using all means of pressure, after the expulsion 
or demotion of many Communist leaders, the triumvirate suc- 
ceeded in extracting a pronouncement against the Russian 
opposition from the fifth congress of the International, which 
sat in Moscow in June and July 1924. Stalin, who had so far 
kept aloof from the Comintern, addressed in private its Polish 
commission and castigated the Poles for their bias in favour 
of Trotsky.* 

Dissension among the triumvirs was yet another reason for 
Stalin’s caution. Not until a year later, in 1925, did they fall 
out; but even now personal jealousies troubled their relations.. 
Zinoviev and Kamenev began to feel that Stalin was tightening 
his grip on the party machine and excluding them from con- 
trol. Stalin was envious of their authority in matters of doctrine. 
Shortly after the condemnation of Trotsky, he made his first 
public attack, irrelevant in content, on Kamenev’s doctrinal 
unreliability.^ Each of the triumvirs had enough ground to 
think that a split between them might drive one of them to join 
hands with Trotsky against the others. This motive did not 
impel Zinoviev and Kamenev, who eventually were to coalesce 
with Trotsky, to soften their attacks on him; but it did enter 
into Stalin’s tactical calculations. As a tactician he proved 
himself superior to his partners. 

Finally, he was still waiting for the adversary to make the 
blunders that were inherent in his attitude. Trotsky had 
accepted the Leninist cult, even though his rational mind and 
European tastes were outraged by it. The uniform of Lenin’s 
disciple was, anyhow, too tight for him. The Leninist mystique, 
however, had already grown too powerful for anybody who 

* J. Stalin^ Sochinenyaj vol. vi, pp. 264-72. * Ibid., p. 257. 



THE GENERAL SECRETARY 


277 

wanted to get the hearing of a Communist audience to ignore 
it, let alone challenge it. Trotsky thus involved himself in fight- 
ing on ground where he was weak. The triumvirs hurled at 
him old anti-Trotskyist quotations from Lenin and, what was 
even more embarrassing to him, his own strictures on Lenin 
which he had uttered twelve or fifteen years ago. In the mind 
of the young Communist, the selection of such quotations added 
up to a picture of Trotsky malevolently opposing Lenin at every 
turn of events, from the split in 1 903 to the debates over Brest 
Litovsk and the trade unions. In the light of the Leninist 
dogma, Trotsky stood condemned. 

For Trotsky to reject the dogma would have meant to appeal 
against the party to non-communist opinion. This was the one 
^.thing that Stalin could be quite sure Trotsky would not do. 
Outside the party, formless revolutionary frustration mingled 
with distinctly counter-revolutionary trends. Since the ruling 
group had singled out Trotsky as a target for attack, he auto- 
matically attracted the spurious sympathy of many who had 
hitherto hated him. As he made his appearance in the streets 
of Moscow, he was spontaneously applauded by crowds in which 
idealistic Communists rubbed shoulders with Mensheviks, Social 
Revolutionaries, and the new bourgeoisie of the N.E.P., by all 
those indeed who, for diverse reasons, hoped for a change.* 
Precisely because he refused to rally in his support such mixed 
elements, he showed timidity and hesitancy in almost every 
move he made. He could not stop opposing the triumvirs who 
had identified themselves with the party; and yet even in his 
rebellion he still remained on his knees before the party. Every 
move he made was thus a demonstration of weakness. Stalin 
could afford to wait until his rival defeated himself through a 
series of such demonstrations. 

It is here that the knot was tied which was to be cut only in 
the tragic purge trials twelve and thirteen years later. It is here, 
too, that the most important clue to the understanding of those 
trials is to be found. At the congress in May 1924, Trotsky, 
facing the implacably hostile phalanx of party secretaries, was 
on the point of surrendering to his critics and abjuring the 
opposition. Krupskaya, Radck, and others exhorted the anta- 
^ gonists to make peace. Zinoviev, however, was not to be 

■ * M. Eastman, Since I^nin Died, p. 128, and B. Bazhanov, StalWy der Rote Diktator, 

1 
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persuaded. He demanded that Trotsky should surrender in his 
thoughts as well as in his deeds, that he should admit that he 
had been wrong in his criticisms. In the history of Bolshevism 
this was the first instance where a member of the party was 
vaguely charged with a ‘crime of conscience’, a purely theo-^ 
logical accusation. Its motive was tactical, not theological: 
Trotsky, submitting to party discipline but not recanting, still 
seemed to the triumvirs a formidable foe. Zinoviev therefore 
added to the terms of his submission an obviously unacceptable 
point, which would compel Trotsky to go on waging the un- 
equal struggle. Thus, the first suggestion of a ‘crime of con- 
science’ against the party was made by the man who, twelve 
years later, was to go to his death with appalling recantations . 
of his own ‘crimes of conscience’. Stalin, at least in appearance, ‘ 
had nothing to do with that. He repeatedly stated that the only 
condition for peace was that Trotsky should stop his attacks. 
He repeatedly made the gesture that looked like the stretching 
out of his hand to his opponent. 

Trotsky’s reply to Zinoviev was pregnant with the tragedy 
that was to overwhelm Zinoviev and Kamenev even more 
cruelly than himself : 

The party [Trotsky said] in the last analysis is always right, 
because the party is the single historic instrument given to the 
proletariat for the solution of its fundamental problems. I have 
already said that in front of one’s own party nothing could be easier 
than to acknowledge a mistake, nothing easier than to say : all my 
criticisms, my statements, my warnings, my protests — the whole 
thing was a mere mistake. I, however, comrades, cannot say that, 
because I do not think it. I know that one must not be right against 
the party. One can be right only with the party, and through the 
party, for history has created no other road for the realization of 
what is right. The English have a saying: ‘Right or wrong — my 
country.’ With far greater historic justification we may say: right 
or wrong, on separate particular issues, it is my party. . . .* 

These words of the leader of the opposition resembled less the 
words a patriotic Englishman might use than those of a medieval 
heretic, confessing his heresy, rueful and yet stubborn in his 
conviction, able to see no salvation beyond the Church and 
yet none in the Church either. Stalin sarcastically dismissed 

* 13 Syezd Vsesoyuznoi Komunisticheskoi Partiiy pp. 166 and 245. See also M. ^ 
Eastman, Since Lenin Ditd^ pp. 88-9. 
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Trotsky’s statement, saying that the party made no claim to 
infallibility. 


The next stage in the struggle was the so-called ‘literary 
debate’ in the autumn of the same year. Trotsky opened it with 
a book, The Lessons of October y which shifted the polemic to new 
topics, ostensibly unconnected with the issues on which it had 
centred so far. The book was a study of the mechanics of 
revolution and the role of determined leadership in it. The gist 
of its argument was that a ‘revolutionary situation’ is a fleeting 
opportunity, which the revolutionary party is bound to miss if 
it is unaware of it or reluctant to seize it. It is true that a revolu- 
tion cannot be arbitrarily staged; it is the outcome of a long 
nd relatively slow disintegration of the old order — this is its 
‘objective’ aspect. But, once that disintegration has reached a 
decisive stage, the role of the ‘subjective’ factor, of leadership, 
begins. The revolutionary situation is, by its nature, dynamic; 
its ups and downs follow in rapid succession. The class struggle 
passes from stationary warfare to lightning movement and 
manoeuvre, in which everything hangs on the initiative and 
>fluick decision of the general staff of the revolution. Even the 
most revolutionary party suffers from a certain amount of con- 
servative inertia. Its right wing fails to think and act in the 
strategic terms that suit the circumstances. It shrinks before 
action at the decisive place and at the decisive moment, being 
unaware of the importance of time and hoping for an indefinite 
prolongation of the opportunity which history offers perhaps 
only once in an epoch. Illustrating his thesis by the experience 
of 1917, Trotsky emphatically reminded his readers of Lenin’s 
sharp discord with Zinoviev and Kamenev on the eve of the 
October rising. 

It looked, then, as if Trotsky’s book was merely a cool, almost 
academic study of the lessons of recent history. Yet, to the 
overwhelming majority of the party, those who joined its ranks 
only after the revolution, his version of the events of 1917 
sounded like a sensational, almost indecent, indiscretion. 




Trotsky branded the two senior triumvirs as the spokesmen of 
a right wing, the ‘strike breakers’ (in Lenin’s words) of the 
revolution. In the preface to his book he brought hisargument 
up to date and contrasted the Bolshevik strategy of 1917 with 
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what the Communists did in Germany in 1923, in the middle 
of the turmoil provoked there by the French occupation of the 
Ruhr.* In the autumn of 1923, Trotsky argued, Germany was 
ripe for proletarian revolution; but the revolutionaries missed 
their opportunity because they succumbed to the same inerl<< 
timidity shown by Zinoviev and Kamenev in 1917. Ostensibly, 
his attack was directed against the leaders of German com- 
munism. Actually, it aimed at the triumvirs, especially at 
Zinoviev, who, as president of the Comintern, inspired the 
policy of its German branch. 

The triumvirs parried the blow. They produced their own 
version of the history of the revolution, in which they minimized 
or even denied their hesitations, boggiings, and disagreements 
with Lenin. They also did their best to play down Trotsky’s- 
role in 1917. This was the first of a very long scries of those 
bizarre ‘revisions’ and ‘corrections’ that, in the end, were to 
make the history of the revolution an almost illegible palimpsest, 
where countless and conflicting narratives were superimposed 
upon one another. In addition, all Trotsky’s epithets about 
Lenin and all Lenin’s rejoinders, dating from before 1917, 
were once again lifted from the archives and republished, 
The rank and file of the party were disgusted with the spectacle, 
which seemed to bear no relation to the country’s misery and 
the constructive tasks of government and party. The leaders, 
many thought, were making an inexplicable exhibition of their 
own irresponsibility. 

Stalin was the only man whose prestige was not impaired. 
Trotsky, whatever the merits of his views, had to take the blame 
for having initiated what looked like a squabble over bygones.^ 
The endless recollections of his anti-Bolshevik past were not 
without their effect. On the other hand, his own scathing 
reminders of Zinoviev’s and Kamenev’s behaviour in 1917 did 
a lot to compromise the two. Trotsky could say little or nothing 
against Stalin, except in obscure hints; for, whatever Stalin had 
done or said in 1917, he had as a rule done it anonymously or 
in his usual elusive manner. Unwittingly, Trotsky now helped 
him to his ascendancy over Zinoviev and Kamenev. The latter 
were now in desperate need of a favourable testimony from the 

* See L. Trotsky, ‘The Need to Study “October’*’, in The Errors of Trotskyism,^ 
pp. 29-1 ig. * J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. vii, p. 6. 
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General Secretary, who alone seemed to be able to speak as a 
disinterested witness in the matter. Indeed, in November 1924, 
Stalin publicly bore witness to the Leninist rectitude of his 
partners.* Zinoviev and Kamenev, he stated, were good Lenin- 
^ ists — Bolsheviks. Their disagreement with the party had been 
episodic only. He himself had made some mistakes before 
Lenin’s return to Russia in 1917. But only somebody who was 
in the party but not of it, who viewed the party with the ill will 
of an outsider, could now rehash old differences and make so 
much play with them. As to Trotsky, he had ‘played no special 
role’ in the October revolution. True, he ‘did fight well’, but 
only as an agent of the Central Committee; and, incidentally, 
4 even the left Social Revolutionaries, who later on turned against 
"the revolution, had fought well then. The actual leadership of 
the rising belonged to a ‘party centre’, of which Trotsky was 
not even a member. This was Stalin’s first contribution to the 
‘revision’ of history, a contribution that startled those who 
remembered the actual course of the rising.^ Yet, on the whole, 
Stalin’s argument sounded plausible, while Trotsky’s revela- 
tions, in which the leadership of the party was seen as a sluggish 
^ody constantly whipped into action by Lenin, could not but 
hurt the party’s amour propre. Even Lenin’s widow, who knew 
the truth, was persuaded to come out with a dignified defence 
of her husband’s two closest disciples; and for the rank and file 
her testimony settled the matter.^ 

The ‘literary debate’ still dragged on. Stalin published a 
collection of his own articles written in 1917 and added a topical 
preface. The debate shifted back to current affairs; and it had 
undertones of new significance which found their full expression 
in Stalin’s theory of socialism in one country. 

Stalin first formulated his ideas on socialism in one country 

‘ J. Stalin, The October Revolution (English edition), pp. 68-94. 

* The ‘centre’ to which Stalin referred consisted of five members of the Central 
Committee (Stalin, Sverdlov, Dzerzhinsky, and two others), who were delegated to 
serve on the Revolutionary Committee of the Soviet, over which Trotsky presided. 
As a separate body, the ‘centre’ never existed ; and it played no part in the leader- 
ship of the October revolution. Only after Stalin’s ascendancy did the legend of 
that ‘centre’ invade the history books; but even there it was not supported by a 
single document. See Chapter V, pp. 167-8. 

K 3 See N. Krupskaya, ‘The Lessons of October’, in The Errors of Trotskyism^ 

pp. 365-7 
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in the autumn of 1924. Belief in socialism in one country was 
soon to become the supreme test of loyalty to party and state. 
In the next ten or fifteen years nobody who failed that test was 
to escape condemnation and punishment. Yet, if one studies 
the ‘prolegomena’ to this article of Stalinist faith, one is struck^ 
by the fact that it was first put forward by Stalin almost 
casually, like a mere debating point, in the ‘literary discussion’. 
For many months, until the summer of the next year, none of 
Stalin’s rivals, neither the other triumvirs nor Trotsky, thought 
the point worth arguing. Nor was Stalin’s own mind fixed. In 
his pamphlet The Foundations of Leninism^ published early in 
1924, he stated with great emphasis that, though the proletariat 
of one countiy^ could seize power, it could not establish a^ 
Socialist economy in one country. 

But the overthrow [these are Stalin’s words] of the power of the 
bourgeoisie and establishment of the power of the proletariat in one 
country does not yet mean that the complete victory of socialism has 
been ensured. The principle task of socialism — the organization of 
socialist production — has still to be fulfilled. Can this task be ful- 
filled, can the final victory of socialism be achieved in one country, 
without the joint efforts of the proletarians in several advanced 
countries? No, it cannot. To overthrow the bourgeoisie the efforts 
of one country are sufficient; this is proved by the history of our 
revolution. For the final victory of socialism, for the organization 
of Socialist production, the efforts of one country, particularly of a 
peasant country like Russia, are insufficient; for that, the efforts of 
the proletarians of several advanced countries are required.* 

In his Problems of Leninism^ however, which he wrote later in 
the same year, Stalin corrected himself and asserted the oppo- 
site. He withdrew the first edition of his Foundations of Leninism 
from circulation and renounced it as apocryphal. He was at 
first hardly aware of the weight that circumstances were soon 
to give to his ‘socialism in one country’. He reached his formula 
gropingly, discovering, as it were, a new continent, while he 
believed himself to be sailing for quite a different place. 

His immediate purpose was to discredit Trotsky and to prove 
for the nth time that Trotsky was no Leninist. Searching in 
Trotsky’s past, the triumvirs came across the theory of ‘perma- 

’ This quotation is taken from the English edition of J. Stalin. Problems oft 
Leninism (p. 157), published in Moscow in 1945. 
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nent revolution’, which he had formulated in 1905. They 
started a polemic against it; and it was in the course of that 
polemic that Stalin arrived at his formula. Since his ^socialism 
in one country’ thus originated as a counter to Trotsky’s 
‘permanent revolution’, it is proper to sum up and analyse the 
two formulas in their bearing upon each other. 

Trotsky had borrowed his theory from Marx and applied it 
to the Russian revolution.* He spoke of the ‘permanency’ of 
the revolution in a double sense: the revolution, he foresaw, 
would be driven by circumstances to pass from its anti-feudal 
(bourgeois) to its anti-capitalist (Socialist) phase. Contrary to 
the then accepted Marxist view, not the advanced western 
European countries but backward Russia would be the first to 
set out along the road to socialism. But Russia alone would not 
be able to advance far upon that road. The revolution could 
not stop at her national frontiers. It would have to pass from 
its national to its international phase — this was to be the second 
aspect of its ‘permanency’. Under the impact of Russia western 
Europe, too, would become revolutionized. Only then could 
socialism be established on a broad international basis. The 
jj)rogress of mankind, so Trotsky argued, was now hampered 
not only by the capitalist mode of production but also by the 
existence of nation-states. The final outcome of the revolution- 
ary transformation could only be One World, one Socialist 
world. There was, however, a disquieting question mark in this 
prognostication. What will happen — Trotsky asked in 1906 — 
if the revolution fails to spread from Russia to western Europe? 
His grim answer was that it would then either succumb to a 
conservative Europe or become corroded in its economically 
and culturally primitive Russian environment. 

Until 1917, it will be remembered, this theory was Trotsky’s 
personal contribution to Marxist thought, rejected by Bol- 
sheviks as well as by Mensheviks. On one or two occasions 
Lenin vaguely sketched a not dissimilar view of the future; but, 
on the whole, his policy was firmly based on the premiss that 
the Russian revolution would confine itself to its anti-feudal 

* Trotsky first developed his theory in his famous pamphlet: IU)gi i Perspektivy 
Ruskoi Revolulsiif published in 1906. He gave the most complete exposition of 
his theory in Permanaitmya Revolutsya, written in 1928, after his deportation to 
^Alma Ata, and published abroad in 1930. 
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objectives. It was on this point that he denied its ‘permanency*. 
Nevertheless he, too, did believe that the bourgeois revolution 
in Russia would stimulate a Socialist revolution in western 
Europe; and that then, but only then, might Russia also, with 
the help of the ‘advanced countries’, move forward towards ,1 
socialism.* What Lenin denied was not the international char- 
acter of the revolution but Russia’s intrinsic capacity to embark 
upon socialism before western Europe. He reproached Trotsky 
with ‘overlooking’ the peasantry, because only if one ignored 
the peasantry’s attachment to individual property could one 
assume that a peasant country like Russia would by itself pass 
from the bourgeois to the Socialist revolution. 

In 1917, it will be remembered, Lenin changed his mind. 
In all essentials the thesis of the permanent revolution (though/i 
not, of course, its somewhat bookish nomenclature) was adopted 
by his party. The revolution did in fact pass from the anti- 
feudal to the anti-capitalist phase. To the very last Lenin and 
his followers expected it also to spread beyond Russia. Mean- 
while they looked upon their own country as upon a besieged 
fortress, spacious and powerful enough to hold out. They 
believed that an important advance could be made in organiz- 
ing the internal life of that fortress on Socialist lines. Spurring 
on his followers to the job, Lenin (and Trotsky) emphatically 
pointed to the possibilities of Socialist experiment opening 
before them. But essentially Lenin thought of Socialist society 
in international terms. We have seen that early in 1924 Stalin, 
too, was still arguing that ‘for the final victory of socialism, for 
the organization of Socialist production, the efforts of one 
country, particularly of a peasant country like Russia, are 
insufficient’. He now stated that the efforts of Russia alone 
would suffice for the complete organization of a Socialist econ- 
omy. A Socialist economy — this had so far been taken for 
granted — was conceivable only as an economy of plenty. This 
presupposed a highly developed industry capable of ensuring 
a high standard of living for the whole people. How then, the 
question arose, could a country’ like Russia, whose meagre 
industry had been reduced to rack and ruin, achieve socialism? 


Stalin pointed to Russia’s great assets: her vast spaces and 
enormous riches in raw materials. A proletarian government 

* Lenin, Sochinenya, vol. ix, pp. 64-5 and passim. ^ 
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could, in his view, through its control of industry and credit, 
develop those resources and carry the building of socialism to 
a successful conclusion, because in this endeavour it would be 
supported by a vast majority of the people, including the 
peasants. 

This, the most essential, part of Stalin’s formula was very 
simple. It proclaimed in terms clear to everybody the self- 
sufficiency of the Russian revolution. It was true ffiat Stalin 
begged many a question. He did not even try to meet the 
objections to his thesis that were raised later by his critics. One 
objection that most peasants, attached as they were to private 
property, were certain to put up the strongest resistance to 
collectivism, he simply dismissed as a heretical slander on the 
peasantry. Nor did he seriously consider the other argument 
that socialism was possible only on the basis of the intensive 
industrialization already achieved by the most advanced west- 
ern countries; and that Russia by herself would not be able to 
catch up with those countries. According to his critics, social- 
ism could beat capitalism only if it represented a higher pro- 
ductivity of labour and higher standards of living than had been 
attained under capitalism. The critics deduced that if pro- 
ductivity of labour and standards of living were to remain lower 
in Russia than in the capitalist countries then socialism would, 
in the long run, fail even in Russia. Nor did Stalin ever try to 
refute their forecast that in an economy of scarcity, such as an 
isolated Russian economy would be, a new and glaring material 
inequality between various social groups was certain to arise. 

But, whatever the flaws in Stalin’s reasoning, flaws that 
were obvious only to the most educated men in the party, his 
formula was politically very effective. It contained, at any rate, 
one clear and positive proposition : we are able to stand on our 
own feet, to build and to complete the building of socialism. 
This was what made the formula useful for polemical and 
practical purposes. It offered a plain alternative to Trotsky’s 
conception. For a variety of reasons, however, Stalin did not 
present his thesis in that plain and clear-cut form. He hedged 
it round with all sorts of reservations and qualifications. One 
reservation was that the victory of socialism in Russia could not 
be considered secure so long as her capitalist environment 
threatened Russia with armed intervention. Socialism in a 
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single state could not be beaten by the ‘cheap goods’ produced 
in capitalist countries of which his critics spoke; but it might 
be defeated by force of arms. In the next few years Stalin him- 
self constantly held that danger before Russia’s eyes and thereby 
seemed to weaken his own case. Moreover, he went on to 
express, though with ever decreasing confidence, a belief in the 
proximity of international revolution. He proclaimed the abso- 
lute self-sufficiency of Russian socialism in one half of his thesis 
and disclaimed it in the other. 

The strangeness of that passionate ideological dispute does 
not end here. As the controversy developed, Stalin ascribed to 
his critics the view that it was not possible to build socialism 
in Russia. He then presented the issue as one between those 
who believed in the ‘creative force’ of the revolution and the 
‘panic mongers’ and ‘pessimists’. Now the issue was not as 
simple as that. His critics were beyond question not guilty of 
the things imputed to them. They, loo, asserted that it was 
possible and necessary to organize the country’s economy on 
Socialist lines. Trotsky in particular had, since the end of the 
civil war, urged the Politbureau to begin gearing up the 
administration for planned economy; and in those early days he 
first sketched most of the ideas that were later to be embodied 
in the five-year plans.* 

The student of the controversy may thus often have the un- 
canny feeling that its very object is indefinable; that, having 
aroused unbounded passion and bitterness, it simply vanishes 
into thin air. Stripped of polemical distortions and insinuations, 
the debate seems in the end, to the student’s astonishment, to 
centre on a bizarre irrelevancy. The point was not whether 
socialism could or should be built but whether the building 
could be completed in a single isolated state. Metaphorically 
speaking, the antagonists did not argue whether it was possible 
or desirable to erect the edifice they wanted; nor did they dis- 

* N. Bukharin in his Kritika Ekonomiciuskoi Platformy Oppozitsii, entirely devoted 
to a criticism of Trotsky’s, Piatakov’s, and Preobrazhensky’s economic ideas, 
quotes Trotsky’s letter to the Central Committee (8 October 1923), in which Trotsky 
summed up his policy as follows; ^Planned economy; severe concentration of 
industry ; severe reduction of costs’ (p. 54). In his Novyi KurSy published later in the 
year, Trotsky urged the subordination of financial and monetary policy to the needs 
of industrialization (ibid., pp. 71-2). This brought upon him the charge that 
he advocated the *dictatonhip of industry’ and ‘super-industrialization’. See N. 
Bukharin, op. cit., pp. 3, 53-4. 
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agree about the materials of which it was to be built or even 
about its shape. Ostensibly, the only point at issue was whether 
it would be possible to cover the edifice with a roof. Stalin’s 
yes was as emphatic as his opponents’ no.* Both sides still 
agreed that the ‘roof’ was not to be laid for a very, very long 
time yet, that classless socialism would not be achieved within 
the lifetime of one or even two generations. Both sides also 
agreed that hostile forces might wreck the building at any 
stage of their work on it — they constantly saw the shadow of 
war falling across Russia. Finally, Stalin, like his critics, pro- 
fessed to believe that long before the time came to put on the 
roof, the problem he had posed would cease to exist, because 
revolution in the west would free Socialist Russia from isolation. 

It might seem then that it was preposterous for the dis- 
putants, who were men of action, to pose the problem as they 
had posed it; and that, on their own showing, they could have 
travelled a very, very long way together, leaving their differ- 
ences to professional scholastics to thrash out. Was the whole 
dispute, then, a mere smoke-screen for a clash of personal 
ambitions? No doubt the personal rivalries were a strong ele- 
ment in it. But the historian who reduced the whole matter to 
that would commit a blatant mistake. He would still have to 
explain why ‘socialism in one country’ split the ranks of Bol- 
shevism from top to bottom, why it became an issue of such 
deadly earnest for a whole Russian generation, why it deter- 
mined the outlook of a great nation for a quarter of a century. 
The other suggestion which is often made, that socialism in 
one country was invented to allay the suspicions of foreign 
governments, alarmed by ‘subversive’ activities directed from 

* At a later stage of the debate, in January 1926, Stalin thus formulated his 
view: ‘We mean the possibility of solving the contradictions between the prole- 
tariat and the peasantry with the aid of the internal forces of our country, the 
possibility of the proletariat assuming power and using that power to build a com- 
plete socialist society in our country, with the sympathy and the support of the 
proletariat of other countries, but without the preliminary victory of the prole- 
tarian revolution in other countries. 

‘Without such a possibility, the building of socialism is building without pros- 
pects, building without being sure that socialism will be built. It is no use building 
socialism without being sure that we can build it, without being sure that the tech- 
nical backwardness of our country is not an insuperable obstacle to the building of a 
complete Socialist society. To deny such a possibility is to display lack of faith in 
the cause of building socialism, to abandon Leninism.’ See J. Stalin, Problems of 
Leninism (English edition), p. 160. 
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Moscow, is even more pointless. When Stalin formulated his 
thesis, his name was still almost unknown abroad; and, even 
later on, the desire to allay foreign suspicions did not prevent 
him from making statements on communism in Europe that 
made the flesh of many a Conservative abroad creep. 

As sometimes happens in important disputes, where both 
sides are strongly committed to certain common principles, so 
in this controversy, too, its explanation cannot be found in the 
literal meaning of the disputants’ words, certainly not in their 
zealous reiteration of ‘common’ principles, but must rather be 
sought in the subtle, often imperceptible, shifts in the emphasis 
of their arguments. The explanation is further to be found 
in the state of mind and the moods of the milieu in which 
the disputants act and which they address. In the last resort, the 
doctrinal controversy grows out of those moods ; and they — the 
moods — form the sounding-board that imparts a significant 
ring to the seemingly undistinguishable formulas that are 
bandied about. The audience that listens to the disputants is 
left unmoved by their professions of common principle; it treats 
these as part of a customary ritual. But it pricks up its ears at 
the different hints and allusions thrown out by either side; and 
it avidly absorbs all their undertones and unspoken conclusions. 
It quickly learns to tell the operative part of any formula from 
the reservations and escape clauses that seem to contradict it. 

Now the operative part of Stalin’s thesis, the thing that was 
really new and striking in it, was the assertion of the self- 
sufficiency of the Russian revolution. All the rest was a repeti- 
tion of traditional Bolshevik truisms, some of which had become 
meaningless and others embarrassing, but all of which had to 
be repeated, because they had the flavour of doctrinal respecta- 
bility. The thing that was new in Stalin’s argument repre- 
sented a radical revision of the party’s attitude. But the revision 
was undertaken in a manner that seemed to deny the very fact 
of revision and to represent it as a straight continuation of an 
orthodox line of thought, a method familiar from the history 
of many a doctrine. We shall not lead the reader further into 
the thick of this dogmatic battle. Suffice it to say that Stalin 
did his best to graft his formula on to the body of doctrine he 
had inherited from Lenin. 

More important than the dogmatic intricacies is the fact that 
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now, in the seventh and eighth years of the revolution, a very 
large section of the party, probably its majority, vaguely and 
yet very definitely felt the need for ideological stocktaking and 
revision. The need was emotional rather than intellectual; and 
those who felt it were by no means desirous of any open break 
with Bolshevik orthodoxy. No revolutionary party can remain 
in power seven years without profound changes in its outlook. 
The Bolsheviks had by now grown accustomed to running an 
enormous state, ‘one-sixth of theworld’. They gradually acquired 
the self-confidence and the sense of self-importance that come 
from the privileges and responsibilities of power. The doctrines 
and notions that had been peculiarly theirs when they them- 
selves had been the party of the underdog did not suit their 
present outlook well. They needed an idea or a slogan that 
would fully express their newly won self-confidence. ‘Socialism 
in one country’ did it. It relieved them, to a decisive extent, 
of a sense of their dependence on happenings in the five-sixths 
of the world that were beyond their control. It gave them the 
soothing theoretical conviction that, barring war, nothing could 
shake their mastery over Russia: the property-loving peasantry, 
the industrial weakness of the nation, its low productivity and 
even lower standard of living, all these implied no threat of a 
restoration of the ancien regime. Whoever, like Trotsky, and 
later on Zinoviev and Kamenev, dwelt on the dangers to the 
revolution inherent in all those circumstances, offended the 
complacency of the party. 

Below this psychological attitude, which was confined to the 
rulers, there was a much broader undercurrent : the party and 
the working classes had grown weary of the expectation of inter- 
national revolution which had been the daily bread of Bol- 
shevism. That expectation was dashed in 1917, 1918, and 1920. 
It rose again in 1923, during the turmoil in Germany. This 
time the deferment of hope made the heart of the party sick. 
‘The European working classes are letting us down; they listen 
to their social democratic leaders and tremble over the flesh- 
pots of capitalism’ — such was, roughly, the comment of many 
a politically minded worker on the daily news from the west. It 
was a galling thought, one which was inseparable from Trotsky’s 
‘permanent revolution’, that in spite of all this the fortunes of 
Russian communism should still be regarded as ultimately 
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dependent on the victory or defeat of communism abroad. 
There was something that hurt the national amour propre in the 
usual talk about ‘backward’ Russia and ‘advanced’ Europe, 
even though party speakers illustrated such talk with weighty 
comparative statistics on Russian poverty and western wealth. 
The average Bolshevik wished for nothing more than to push 
such thoughts off his mind ; and Stalin, as it were, did that 
for him. 

What Stalin told the party was, roughly, this : Of course we 
are looking forward to international revolution. Of course 
we have been brought up in the school of Marxism; and we know 
that contemporary social and political struggles are, by their 
very nature, international. Of course we still believe the victory 
of the proletariat in the west to be near; and we are bound in 
honour to do what we can to speed it up. But — and this was 
a very big, a highly suggestive ‘but’ — do not worry so much 
about all that international revolution. Even if it were to be 
delayed indefinitely, even if it were never to occur, we in this 
country are capable of developing into a fully fledged, classless 
society. Let us then concentrate on our great constructive task. 
Those who tell you that this is utopia, that I am preaching 
national narrow-mitidedness, are themselves either adventurers 
or pusillanimous Social Democrats. We, with our much despised 
muzhiks, have already done more for socialism than the prole- 
tariat of all other countries taken together; and, left alone with 
our muzhiks, we shall do the rest of the job.* 

Stripped of its terminological pretensions and pseudo- 
dialectical profundity, Stalin’s theory reduces itself to this 
plain and ‘sound’ colloquialism. But it was as its author that 
Stalin now established himself as an ideologue in his own right. 
He was no longer just the General Secretary, the administrative 
magician of the party: he was the author of a new dogma as 
well. To old, educated Bolsheviks this was the surprise of their 
life. When, at one of the party meetings of those days, Stalin 
involved himself in a theoretical argument, he was interrupted 
by a half-amused and half-indignant remark from the old 
Marxist scholar Ryazanov: ‘Stop it, Koba, don’t make a fool 
of yourself. Everybody knows that theory is not exactly your 
field.’ The condescending irony of the educated Marxists did 

' J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. vii, p. 21. 
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not, however, prevent ‘socialism in one country’ from becoming 
the national creed. For all its triteness, Stalin’s innovation had 
its weight and its raison d'itre. Doctrines may, broadly speaking, 
be classed into two categories : those that, starting from a long 
train of intellectual ideas, strike out boldly into a remote un- 
charted future; and those that, though they are neither deeply 
rooted in ideas nor original in their anticipations, sum up a 
powerful and hitherto inarticulate trend of opinion or emotion. 
Stalin’s theory obviously belonged to that second category. 

The truly tragic feature of Russian society in the twenties 
was its longing for stability, a longing which was only natural 
after its recent experiences. The future had little stability in 
store for any country, but least of all for Russia. Yet the desire 
at least for a long, very long, respite from risky endeavours came 
to be the dominant motive of Russian politics. Socialism in one 
country, as it was practically interpreted until the late twenties, 
held out the promise of stability. On the other hand, the very 
name of Trotsky’s theory, ‘permanent revolution’, sounded like 
an ominous warning to a tired generation that it should expect 
no Peace and Quiet in its lifetime. The warning was to 
come true, though not in the way its author expected; but it 
could hardly have been heeded. 

In his argument against Trotsky, Stalin appealed directly to 
the horror of risk and uncertainty that had taken possession 
of many Bolsheviks. He depicted Trotsky as an adventurer, 
habitually playing at revolution. The charge, it need hardly be 
said, was baseless. At all crucial moments — in 1905, 1917, and 
1920 — Trotsky had proved himself the most serious strategist 
of the revolution, showing no proneness to light-minded adven- 
ture. Nor did he ever urge his party to stage any coup in any 
foreign country, which cannot be said of Stalin.* Trotsky firmly 
believed that western European communism would win by its 
own intrinsic momentum, in the ordinary course of the class 
struggle, in which outside initiative or assistance, though impor- 
tant at times, could play only a subordinate role. In weighing 
the chances of communism in the west, Stalin was more 
sceptical; and his scepticism was to grow as the years passed 
by. Be that as it may, the epithet ‘adventurer’ stuck to the 
ideologue of the ‘permanent revolution’. Stalin went further 

‘ See Chapter X. 
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and charged Trotsky with a fondness for terror which had 
allegedly horrified Lenin. This charge, too, was unfair, 
cspeciaUy in Stalin’s mouth. Trotsky had not shrunk from 
using terror in the civil war; but he can be said to have been 
as little fond of it as a surgeon is fond of bloodshed. Yet in the 
circumstances just described the charge had a vague and yet 
distinct eloquence. People afraid of the continuation of the 
terror were led to believe that the man who had laid the charge 
against Trotsky was himself at least liberal minded.* 

The remarkable trait in Stalin was his unique sensibility to 
all those psychological undercurrents in and around the party, 
the untalked of hopes and tacit desires, of which he set himself 
up as a mouthpiece. In this he was very different from the 
other triumvirs. At the beginning of the controversy over 
‘permanent revolution’ they acted in unison; towards its end 
they were already poles apart. As Zinoviev and Kamenev 
admitted later, they started the campaign in order to discredit 
Trotsky with outdated quotations from Lenin against the 
‘permanent revolution’; at heart they had no quarrel with its 
basic tenets, which had become the household ideas of the party. 
Their attacks upon Trotsky’s theory were therefore strangely 
unreal; they were confined to pointless quibbling over long- 
forgotten episodes of the days of pre-revolutionary exile. They 
did not even dream of opposing Trotsky with a positive doctrine 
of their own. It was otherwise with Stalin. What for him, too, 
had begun as ideological shadow-boxing developed into a real 
ideological struggle. The debating-point became the issue. He 
came to feel a real hatred for his opponent’s views; and because 
of this he had to counter with something positive. He sensed 
which of his arguments evoked the strongest response from the 
mass of party officials and workers, that vast human sounding- 
board which was his vox dei. The sounding-board proved un- 
expectedly responsive to ‘socialism in one country’. As happens 
with rcvclationists, a figment of his mind, the vision of socialism 
in one country, took possession of him; but it did so because it 
corresponded to the things that were latent in so many other 
minds. 

For a long time Zinoviev and Kamenev were unaware of the 
change that had occurred in their partner. They shrugged their 

^ J. Stalin, The October Revolution, pp. 88 and 92. 
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shoulders over his quaint insistence on the possibility of fiilly 
fledged socialism in a single country; but they treated the whole 
thing as a mere stick with which their intellectually inferior 
partner chose to beat Trotsky; and they did not bother to have 
a close look at it. They did not object even when, in March 
and April of 1925, Stalin asked the fourteenth conference of the 
party to give formal sanction to this thesis and obtained it. It 
was only next autumn, nearly a year after he had put forward 
his view, that they awakened to its significance and criticized 
it as the abandonment of traditional Bolshevism in favour of 
national communism. Trotsky did not challenge the dogma 
until 1926, when it had already gained wide acceptance. 

The practical implications of Stalin’s doctrine were not yet 
clear. Bolshevism had now reached a most important land- 
mark of its post-revolutionary history; but so far the change 
affected its attitude of mind rather than its attitude in action. 
The broad lines of the change can be summed up as follows: 
hitherto Bolshevism looked upon Russia as upon a periphery 
of modern civilization. On that periphery the revolution 
started; there socialism had found its practical pioneers. From 
there came the impulses for revolutionary change in west and 
east. Russia’s role in the world-wide transformation of society 
was seen as that of the powerful initiator of the whole move- 
ment. But western Europe still remained the real centre of 
modern civilization ; and, in the old Bolshevik view, it was there 
in the centre and not on the periphery that the forms of a new 
social life were eventually to be forged. The whole process was 
seen in terms of a double impact: first of Russia upon the west 
and then of the Socialist west upon Russia. 

In Stalin’s doctrine Russia no longer figures as a mere 
periphery of the civilized world. It is within her own boundaries 
that the forms of a new society are to be found and worked out. 
It is her destiny to become the centre of a new civilization, in 
all respects superior to that capitalist civilization that is defend- 
ing itself, with so much power of resistance, in western Europe. 
This new view of the future undoubtedly reflected the exaspera- 
tion of Russian communism at its own isolation ; but it gilded that 
isolation with dazzling prospects. Exhausted and disillusioned, 
Bolshevik Russia was withdrawing into her national shell, feast- 
ing her sore eyes on the vistas of socialism in one country. 



CHAPTER VIII 


The ‘ Great Change ’ 


Introduction : Stalin as the man of the golden mean. — Trotsky’s defeat and the end 
of the triumvirate (1925).— The emergence of a right wing, led by Bukharin, Rykov, 
and Tomsky. — Stalin supports the pro^muzhik policy.— Conflicting views on world 
capitalism.— Zinoviev and Kamenev turn against Stalin (1925) and join hands 
with Trotsky (1926).— The Frunze incident.— Stalin defends Bukharin and Rykov 
against Zinoviev and- Kamenev. — His victory at the fourteenth congress of the 
party (1925): ‘Leninist Central Committee united around Stalin’. — Zinoviev’s 
and Kamenev’s revelations about Stalin.— Trotsky’s ‘Clemenccau statement’.— 
The fifteenth congress expels Trotsky and his followers.— Zinoviev and Kamenev 
‘capitulate’ to Stalin. — Stalin versus Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky (1928-30). — 
The peasantry threatens to starve the towns. — Stalin starts the collectivization of 
farming.— Politbureau decides to expel Trotsky from Russia (1929). — Demotion 
of right-wing leaders. ‘Stalin is the Lenin of to-day’. — Stalin orders ‘offensive 
against the kulak' (end of 1929), and announces the plan to transform Russia into 
an industrial power (June 1930). — Confusion and virtual civil war in country-side. 
— General view of the Soviet scene during the first five-year plan (1929-32).— 
Stalin and Cromwell.— Stalin’s appeal to nationalist sentiment.— Political ferment 
in Stalin’s entourage.— The suicide of Nadezhda Alliluyeva, Stalin’s wife, in November 
1932.— Stalin’s social policy.— Direction of labour, forced labour, and the fight 
against levellen.— The achievements of industrialization.— The ‘primitive ac- 
cumulation’ of socialism in one country. 

In 1929, five years after Lenin’s death, Soviet Russia embarked 
upon her second revolution, which was directed solely and 
exclusively by Stalin. In its scope and immediate impact upon 
the life of some 160 million people the second revolution was 
ljj even more sweeping and radical than the first. It resulted in 
Russia’s rapid industrialization; it compelled more than a 
hundred million peasants to abandon their small, primitive 
holdings and to set up collective farms; it ruthlessly tore the 
primeval wooden plough from the hands of the mu^ik and forced 
him to grasp the wheel of a modern tractor; it drove tens of 
millions of illiterate people to school and made them learn to 
read and write; and spiritually it detached European Russia 
from Europe and brought Asiatic Russia nearer to Europe. 
The rewards of that revolution were astounding; but so was 
its cost: the complete loss, by a whole generation, of spiritual 
and political freedom. It takes a great effort of the imagination 
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to gauge the cnormousness and the complexity of that upheaval 
for which hardly any historical precedent can be found. Even 
if all allowance is made for the different scales of human affairs 
in different ages, the greatest reformers in Russian history, Ivan 
the Terrible and Peter the Great, and the great reformers of 
other nations too, seem to be dwarfed by the giant form of the 
General Secretary. 

And yet the giant’s robe hangs somewhat loosely upon Stalin’s 
figure. There is a baffling disproportion between the magni- 
tude of the second revolution and the stature of its maker, a 
disproportion which was not noticeable in the revolution of 
1917. There the leaders seem to be equal to the great events; 
here the events seem to reflect their greatness upon the leader. 
Lenin and Trotsky foresaw their revolution and prepared it 
many years before it materialized. Their own ideas fertilized 
the soil of Russia for the harvest of 1917. Not so with Stalin. 
The ideas of the second revolution were not his. He neither 
foresaw it nor prepared for it. Yet he, and in a sense he alone, 
accomplished it. He was at first almost whipped into the vast 
undertaking by immediate dangers. He started it gropingly, 
and despite his own fears. Then, carried on by the force of his 
own doings, he walked the giant’s causeway, almost without halt 
or rest. Behind him were tramping the myriads of weary and 
bleeding Russian feet, a whole generation in search of socialism 
in one country. His figure seemed to grow to mythical dimen- 
sions. Seen at close quarters, it was still the figure of a man of 
very ordinary stature and of middling thoughts. Only his fists 
and feet contrasted with his real stature — they were the fists 
and the feet of a giant. 

Our narrative of Stalin’s life has reached the years 1925-6. 
Since then Stalin’s Communist opponents have repeatedly 
described him as the leader of an anti-revolutionary reaction, 
while most anti-Communists have seen and still see the haunt- 
ing spectre of communism embodied in his person. Yet, among 
the ^Ishevik leaders of the twenties, he was primarily the man 
of the golden mean. He instinctively abhorred the extreme 
viewpoints which then competed for the party’s recognition. 
His peculiar job was to produce the formulas in which the 
opposed extremes seemed reconciled. To the mass of hesitating 
members of the party his words sounded like common sense 
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itself. They accepted his leadership in the hope that the party 
would be reliably steered along the ‘middle of the road’ and 
that ‘safety first’ would be the guiding principle. It might be 
said that he appeared as the Baldwin or the Chamberlain, the 
Harding or the Hoover of Bolshevism, if the mere association 
of those names with Bolshevism did not sound too incongruous. 

It was neither Stalin’s fault nor his merit that he never suc- 
ceeded in sticking to the middle of any road; and that he was 
constantly compelled to abandon ‘safety’ for the most dangerous 
of ventures. Revolutions are as a rule intolerant of golden 
means and ‘common sense’. Those who in a revolution try to 
tread the middle of the road usually find the earth cleaving 
under their feet. Stalin was repeatedly compelled to make 
sudden and inordinately violent jumps now to this now to that 
extreme of the road. We shall see him over and over again 
either far to the right of his right-wing critics or far to the left 
of his left-wing critics. His periodical sharp turns are the con- 
vulsive attempts of the man of the golden mean to keep his 
balance amid the cataclysms of his time. What is astounding 
is how well he has kept his balance — each of his many jumps 
would have broken the neck of any less resilient leader. 

Thus, for all his inclination towards the reconciliation of con- 
flicting Bolshevik viewpoints, he was no man of compromise. 
Apart from the fact that those viewpoints were mutually ex- 
clusive, his personal characteristics were not those of the con- 
ciliator. The only trait he had in common with any man of 
compromise was his distrust of extremes. But he lacked the 
suavity, the flair for persuasion, and the genuine interest in 
narrowing gaps between opposed views which make the political 
peacemaker. His temperament was altogether averse to com- 
promise; and the conflict between his mind and his tempera- 
ment underlay much of his behaviour. He appeared before the 
party with formulas, some parts of which he had borrowed 
from right-wing Bolsheviks and some from left-wing Bolsheviks. 
But these were strange compromise formulas: their purpose 
was not to bring the extremes together but to blow them up and 
to destroy them. He did not mediate between those who 
seemed to walk to the right or left of him; he annihilated them. 
He personified the dictatorship of the golden mean over all the 
unruly ideas and doctrines that emerged in post-revolutionary 
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society, the dictatorship of the golden mean that could not 
remain true to itself, to the golden mean. 


We left Stalin as he was advancing the dogma of socialism 
in one country. Let us now quickly follow his next steps in the 
struggle over the succession to Lenin. In January 1925 he at 
last brought Trotsky to resign from the Commissariat of War. 
As the chief of the armed forces, Trotsky had still held a most 
formidable trump. If he had chosen to stage a military coup 
d'etat he might perhaps have defeated the triumvirs. Buc he 
left office without the slightest attempt at rallying in his defence 
the army he had created and led for seven years. He still 
regarded the party, no matter how or by whom it was led, as 
the legitimate spokesman for the working class. If he were to 
oppose army to party, so he reasoned, he would have auto- 
matically set himself up as the agent for some other class 
interests, hostile to the working class. He would have entered 
the path of Bonapartism which he refused to tread. Having 
resigned from the Commissariat of War, Trotsky devoted his 
energy and talent to such minor jobs in the economic admin- 
istration as Stalin assigned to him. He still remained a member 
of the Politbureau, but for more than a year he kept aloof from 
all public controversy. 

After Trotsky had thus effaced himself, the only bond that 
kept the triumvirs together snapped. Up to the last moment 
Zinoviev clamoured for harsher reprisals against Trotsky, even 
for his arrest. Stalin countered his demands with a public state- 
ment to the effect that it was ‘inconceivable’ that Trotsky 
should be eliminated from the leadership of the party.® Soon 
afterwards he took the initiative in breaking up the triumvirate : 
he refused to consult his partners or to concert with them his 
moves before the sessions of the Politbureau. To all intents and 
purposes he was the indisputable master of the party, even 
though Kamenev was still entrenched in the organization of 
Moscow, while Zinoviev still led the Bolsheviks of Leningrad. 
Yet, powerful though Stalin’s grip on the party was, he could 
assert his leadership only in a constitutional way, as the spokes- 
man of a majority of the Politbureau. . The totalitarian evolu- 

* PravdOy 18 December 1924. 
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tion of the party had not yet gone far enough for its members 
to submit to the undisguised dictatorship of any single leader. 
Indeed, Stalin’s stock phrase at that time was that not a single 
one of Lenin’s disciples was worthy of Lenin’s mantle and that 
only as a team could they aspire to leadership.* That team was 
organized in the Politbureau; and the will of the Politbureau 
was constitutionally expressed through majority vote. In 1925 
that body consisted of seven members: Stalin, Zinoviev, 
Kamenev, Trotsky, Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky. Having 
put an end to the triumvirate, Stalin was now entirely depen- 
dent on the backing of three members : Bukharin, Rykov, and 
Tomsky. 

The new alinement coincided with the crystallization of a 
right wing in the party and the Politbureau. The process began 
in the first half and was completed in the second half of 1925. 
Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky were the chief spokesmen of the 
new trend, while Zinoviev and Kamenev came to head the left 
wing. The new alinement had little or nothing in common 
with the previous ones. During much of the Leninist period, 
Bukharin had led the left Communists, while Zinoviev and 
Kamenev had, during the revolution, spoken for the most 
moderate group. In Lenin’s days the lines of division between 
various factions were neither stable nor clear cut. Factions 
emerged and dissolved on a shifting political scene ; individuals 
moved from one group to another, as situations, issues, and 
attitudes changed. Yesterday’s lefts were to-day’s moderates; 
and vice versa. There was then little sense of loyalty to group, 
coterie, or clique. The present alinement was of an altogether 
different kind. It had its stable points of controversy and 
rigid divisions; it bore all the marks of irrevocable finality. 
Left and right now confronted each other with conflicting 
programmes and slogans covering almost every aspect of Bol- 
shevik policy. 

Stalin belonged neither to the one nor to the other wing. 
Tactical reasons compelled him to join hands with the spokes- 
men of the right, on whose vote in the Politbureau he was 
dependent. He also felt a closer affinity with the men of the 
new light than with his former partners. Bukharin, Rykov, and 
Tomsky accepted his socialism in one country, while Zinoviev 

' J. Stalin, Sochiner^f vol. vii, pp. 390-1. 
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and Kamenev denounced it. Bukharin may justly be regarded 
as the co-author of the doctrine. He supplied the theoretical 
arguments for it and he gave it that scholarly polish which it 
lacked in Stalin’s more or less crude version.* Temperamental 
affinities also made for Stalin’s alliance with the leaders of the 
right. Zinoviev and Kamenev were, first of all, ideologues. So 
was, to be sure, Bukharin, too. But Rykov and Tomsky were, 
like Stalin himself, primarily administrators. Rykov was now 
chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars, the Soviet 
Premier. Tomsky was the leader of the trade unions. Both 
managed huge administrative machines with great caution, 
with a strong, though narrow, sense of reality, and with in- 
dubitable integrity. They and Stalin spoke in the same idiom, 
the idiom of the administrators. Nevertheless, Stalin felt uneasy 
in his new alliance. The only middle-of-the-roader in the Polit- 
bureau, he was in a sense his allies’ prisoner. He used the first 
opportunity to strengthen his own position. After the fourteenth 
congress, in December 1925, Molotov, Voroshilov, and Kalinin 
were elected to the Politbureau. They formed the actual 
Stalinist ‘centre’, although Voroshilov and Kalinin were more 
attracted by the right than suited Stalin. Molotov, slow-minded, 
dull, but endowed with enormous patience and capacity for work, 
had followed Stalin like a faithful shadow from the days when, 
in 1913, he had helped Stalin to issue the first copy of Pravda. 
Stalin exercised upon him the fascination which an astute and 
ruthless man often exercises upon people lacking such qualities. 

The main issue on which the new controversy centred was 
the practical interpretation that was to be given to the policy 
of the N.E.P. Under the N.E.P. the country had a mixed 
economy. State-owned industry formed its ‘Socialist sector’. 
In commerce and small-scale industry private enterprise pre- 
vailed. Private ownership ruled supreme in farming. It was 
still commonly accepted that socialism could be attained only 
by the gradual expansion of the Socialist sector in competition 
with the private one. 

The question arose. Within what limits should that com- 

' Until the early thirties Russian and European Communists used to draw 
their arguments from Bukharin’s writings rather than from Stalin’s. Bukharin’s 
two books, The ABC of Communism (written jointly with Preobrazhensky) and his 
Historical Materialism^ were the two most important standard books of Communist 
propaganda. 
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petition be allowed; and what forms should it take? Everybody 
agreed that the country needed a degree of harmony and co- 
operation between the two sectors. The Socialist industry could 
not function without buying foodstuffs and raw materials from 
the individual farmers and without selling part of its own 
produce to them. The distribution of goods was dependent on 
private traders. But the competition of the two sectors also 
implied a degree of antagonism between them. The peasantry 
clamoured for more and cheaper industrial goods, demanding 
high prices for its own produce. Industry, only slowly rising 
from ruin, produced few goods and at high prices and clamoured 
for cheap food and raw materials. Broadly speaking, the 
‘Bukharin group’ put the greater emphasis on harmonious 
co-operation between the various sectors of the national econ- 
omy, while Zinoviev and Kamenev stressed the conflict of their 
interests. 

The general problem resolved itself into two more specific 
issues : the tempo of Russia’s industrialization ; and the Govern- 
ment’s attitude towards private farming. The left Bolsheviks 
saw the chief danger to socialism in the slow recovery of industry 
and pressed for rapid industrialization. The right wing thought 
the position of socialism to be secure, even if industrialization 
were to proceed slowly, ‘at a snail’s pace’ as Bukharin put it.* 
Industrialization, on the need for which everybody agreed ‘in 
principle’, required funds. These had to be levied to a large 
extent from private enterprise and private farming. Bukharin 
feared that such levies would discourage private initiative and 
thereby upset a precarious economic balance. The left argued 
that the farmers and the traders did not deliver the goods any- 
how; and that they would be induced to sell more food and 
raw materials if more and cheaper industrial goods were thrown 
on the market. 

Meanwhile, the peasantry clamoured for an extension of the 
concessions made to it under the N.E.P. It asked for a reduction 
of agricultural taxation. Well-to-do peasants pressed for the 
abolition of restrictions on the hiring of farm labourers. Since 
the sale of land had been forbidden, they also pressed for long- 
term leasing of land to be permitted, for the freedom to invest 

* N. Popov, Outline History of the C.P.S.U., vol. ii, p. 268, and 14 Syezd Vsesoyuznoi 
Korn. Partii, p. 135. 
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capital in agriculture, and so on. The ruling party claimed to 
stand for an ‘alliance’ with the poor and ‘middle’ peasants but 
not with the big farmers, the so-called kulaks.^ In practice it 
had to appease the kulaks also, who only too often withheld food 
from the towns and induced other peasants to do likewise. In 
the middle twenties the farmers sold to the towns only one-third 
of the food they used to sell before the war. 

In the summer of 1924 a rising of peasants broke out in 
Georgia. In part this was a delayed reaction of the Georgians’ 
offended national sentiment to the invasion of 1921. In part 
the rising was provoked by economic grievances. Stalin con- 
vened the secretaries of the rural Communist organizations and 
warned them that ‘what had happened in Georgia could happen 
in the whole of Russia’.^ The party, he concluded, had lost 
contact with the peasantry; and it had to approach the muzhik 
with more attentiveness and confidence than hitherto. 

But declarations of confidence in the muzhik were not enough. 
The Politbureau could not easily make up its mind what to 
do next. At first, the issue gave rise to no clear-cut division. 
Zinoviev urged that the peasants be given a bigger and more 
real share in running the Soviets. Trotsky argued about the 
need to offer them economic incentives. The division crystal- 
lized later when Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky came to voice 
a definite ipro-muzhik policy. They wanted the Government to 
stimulate the development of prosperous farms capable of 
supplying the towns with food, since the poor and even the 
middle peasants produced only just enough to feed themselves. 
The logic of this attitude demanded that the party should 
abandon its hostility towards the well-to-do farmers, who could, 
in Bukharin’s view, constitute no danger to socialism as long as 
the Government was master over industry, transport, and bank- 
ing, the ‘commanding posts’ in the national economy. In the 
end, Bukharin believed, even the kulak would be more or less 
painlessly absorbed in the Socialist economy, though the convoy 
of socialism would have to move forward at the pace dictated 

* The peasantry was divided into these three groups by the following rule of 
thumb method : ^Strong’ farmers who hired labour were classed as kulaks. Those 
who had their small holdings but also hired themselves as labourers were regarded 
as poor peasants {byednyaks ) . The middle peasant {serednyak) was the self-supporting 
smallholder, who neither employed labourers nor hired his labour to others. 

^ J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. vi, p. 309. 
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by its slowest, that is its rural, section. Bukharin frankly called 
upon the peasants to ‘enrich’ themselves. 

Stalin listened to the debates in the Politbureau and at first 
avoided committing himself. He was inclined to accept the 
policy of the ipTO-muzhik group, as a matter of practical con- 
venience. But he had his mental reservations, especially when 
the right wing openly advocated the appeasement of well-to-do 
farmers. He tried to prevail upon his partners to exercise more 
discretion; and he disavowed Bukharin’s frank appeals to the 
rural bourgeoisie. When at last he spoke his mind, his utterances 
were eclectic. In practice he opted for the course advocated by 
Bukharin; but he was anxious to appear as the devotee of 
Bolshevik orthodoxy. 

In April 1925 a party conference drew up the balance of 
recent debates.* The agricultural tax was reduced. Restric- 
tions upon the leasing of land, the hiring of labour, and the 
accumulation of capital were largely removed. The ^ro-muzhik 
group scored its first point. It stood for this course not because 
it favoured capitalist farming for its own sake, but because it 
saw in it the decisive factor in improving the provisioning of 
the towns. 

Simultaneously with this swing in domestic policies, a new 
view on the international situation came to be accepted. Stalin 
and Bukharin told the party that in Europe the period of 
revolutionary strain and stress had come to an end and that 
foreign capitalism had achieved a degree of stabilization which 
made it certain that Soviet Russia would remain isolated for a 
long time to come. The spokesmen of the right wing forecast 
a period of stability and prosperity in the capitalist countries 
similar perhaps to that which prevailed before 1914.^ Stalin 
carefully stressed the circumstances which might upset the 
‘stabilization’ ; but the general tenor of his argument also led 
to the conclusion that the capitalist world had recovered from 
the war and that the prospects of any new revolutionary crisis 
abroad belonged to a more or less remote future.^ In retrospect, 
these prognostications, which were made a couple of years before 
the great depression of 1929, appear startling. They form a 

‘ N. Popov, OuUint History of the C.P.S.U., vol. ii, p. 227. 

* Ibid., pp. 282 and passim; and Zinoviev’s report in 14 Syezd Vsesoyuzinoi Kom. 
ParHit p> 642. ^ J. Stalin, Sachirmiya, vol. vii, pp. 52-3 and passim. 
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curious pendant to socialism in one country and to the ‘gradual- 
ist’, almost Fabian, trend in Soviet politics at that time. 

It was against this Soviet Fabianism that Zinoviev and 
Kamenev rose in opposition. They denounced the ipro-muzhik 
policy, saying that the stronger the big farmers grew the easier 
it would be for them to withhold food from the urban popula- 
tion and to wrest more and more concessions from the Govern- 
ment; the easier, in a word, it would be for them to undermine 
the Soviets and work for the restoration of capitalism. The 
Government should have reduced taxation for middle and poor 
peasants, but increased it for the well-to-do. The country was 
threatened by a chronic food crisis. In old days the supply of 
food was secured by the landlords’ large estates, which were 
now split up. Before the revolution Russia had i6 million 
farms — it had 24 or 25 millions of them now. The Government 
should set out to create large farms, producers of marketable 
grain; but these should be large collective farms and not the 
large farms of the kulaks. 

There was no question, in the view of the left Bolsheviks, of 
driving the peasants into collective farms by force. The switch- 
over from private to collective farming was to be carried out 
gradually, with the peasants’ own consent. The masses of poor 
peasants would be only too glad to join in the collective farms 
if the Government offered them proper inducements: tractors, 
fertilizers, seeds, and so on. These would greatly increase the 
yield of agricultural labour and convince other smallholders of 
the benefits of collective farming. Such inducements would be 
forthcoming only if and when industry expanded. In addition, 
the muzhik had to be taught t© handle machines. The trans- 
formation of agriculture would admittedly take much time; but 
the Government, so the left concluded, should at least make a 
determined start with the reform. 

The left Bolsheviks also refused to accept Stalin’s and 
Bukharin’s views on the stabilization of capitalism. They 
repeated after Lenin that the First World War had opened a 
general crisis of the capitalist order, an epoch of world-wide 
revolutionary transformation. The temporary ebb and flow of 
the Communist tide abroad did not, in their view, affect the 
basically revolutionary character of the times. The left Bol- 
sheviks pointed to the revolution in China, which had just 
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begun, and to the first rumblings of a grave social crisis in 
Great Britain. 

In the autumn of 1925 the debate spread from the Polit- 
bureau into the press and public meetings. Zinoviev published 
his essay The Philosophy of an Epoch and his book Leninism. In 
October the leaders of the left submitted to the Central Com- 
mittee a memorandum in which they asked for a free debate on 
all controversial issues. The memorandum, resembling Trotsky’s 
previous interventions, was signed by Zinoviev, Kamenev, 
Krupskaya, and Sokolnikov, the Commissar of Finance. 

The real controversy was between the two extreme wings. 
Stalin contributed to it not a single idea of his own. He looked 
askance at the bold plans for industrialization and collectiviza- 
tion and dubbed his former partners adherents of ‘super- 
industrialization’, even though their schemes were almost timid 
compared with those he himself was to promote a few years 
later. He charged them with attempting to disrupt the alliance 
between the proletariat and the peasantry, even though the 
"dcnti-muzhik' measures proposed by the left Bolsheviks were very 
mild compared with the collectivization of 1929-30. The 
course advocated by the right seemed to him to be much safer 
and to promise much more immediate advantage.* 

But he took pains to appear before the party as an advocate 
of the middle course. He spoke for the muzhik, that is for the 
poor and the middle peasants but against the kulaks. He re- 
proached Zinoviev and Kamenev with preaching hostility not 
just to the kulak but to the middle peasants. Branding them as 
super-industrializers, he nevertheless included industrialization 
in the programme of his own which he presented to the fifteenth 
congress of the party. For nearly three years, until late in 1928, 
industrialization was actually shelved while the programme of 
the right wing was being carried out. But Stalin’s vague inter- 
mediate formulas served their purpose. They sanctioned the 
policies of the right wing; and they put at ease those who, if 
they had to make a straight choice between right and left, might 
have opted for the left. 

Meanwhile, Stalin benefited from the circumstance that 

' J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. viii, pp. 281, 287, and passim. 
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Trotsky and the two ex-triumvirs hesitated to join hands 
against him, although they now had many points in common. 
From his position of vantage, he watched his divided oppo- 
nents, their shy mutual overtures, their jealousies and resent- 
ments. He added to the confusion in their ranks by his own 
vague advances to Trotsky. Agents of the General Secretariat 
assiduously reminded Trotsky’s followers that Zinoviev, not 
Stalin, had exhibited the worst virulence in the fight against 
them. Stalin himself in his book Problems of Leninism, which was 
published in January 1926, turned all his polemical zest against 
Zinoviev and Kamenev and refrained from making a single 
unfriendly remark about Trotsky. Some of the leading Trotsky- 
ists, for instance Antonov-Ovseenko and Radek, urged their 
friends to coalesce with Stalin. Others wished a plague on both 
the General Secretary and his former partners. Mrachkovsky, 
one of Trotsky’s closest friends, laconically described the risk of 
any coalition: ‘Stalin will deceive us and Zinoviev will sneak 
away.’* On the other hand, Zinoviev’s followers had been so 
strongly indoctrinated against Trotsky that for them it was the 
irony of history that they should now repeat many of his argu- 
ments. Meanwhile, the heavy hand of the General Secretary 
bore down upon the new dissidents as it had done upon the old 
ones. Zinoviev’s followers were removed from positions of 
responsibility. Ordinary workers who remembered that a vote 
for the previous opposition had cost some of them their jobs 
were non-committal — there was too much unemployment under 
the N.E.P. for anybody but the most courageous to brave the 
risk. The doubters and the waverers responded to the invoca- 
tions of ‘iron discipline’ which the General Secretariat showered 
upon them. 

A strange incident which happened in those days, in Novem- 
ber 1925, shows how the party’s reflexes had become conditioned 
to respond even to the most irrational demands of that ‘iron 
discipline’. Frunze, Trotsky’s successor in the Commissariat of 
War, fell ill. Some of his doctors advised him to undergo a 
surgical operation, while others feared that he was too weak to 
survive it. The Politbureau settled the matter, ordering the 
Commissar to submit to the surgical knife. Frunze reluctantly 
obeyed; and he died during the operation. Later on, Trotsky 

* L. Trotsky, Mein Leben, p. 505, and Bulletin Oppozitsii, nos. 54-5. 
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suggested that Stalin got subservient physicians to express an 
opinion in favour of the operation to the Politbureau; and that 
he thus virtually condemned to death the Commissar who had 
sided with Zinoviev.’ It is difficult to say what were the facts. 
What is certain and most significant in the story is that the 
Politbureau could arrogate to itself the right to take decisions 
on so personal a matter. The individual Bolshevik, whether he 
was the commander-in-chief or the secretary of a provincial 
committee, belonged in his entirety to the party. He had no 
existence and no will beyond it. Even the most intimate side 
of his private life was open to inspection by his superiors. It 
goes without saying that where a Frunze submitted, the average 
member could hardly dare to assert himself. As a body, the 
party lay supine under the knife of its implacable surgeon, the 
General Secretary. 

It was, therefore, not surprising that, at the fourteenth con- 
gress, Stalin defeated his ex-partners, even though Zinoviev 
succeeded in rallying the delegates of Leningrad for a turbu- 
lent dramatic engagement. Both he and Kamenev protested 
vehemently against the rule of the General Secretary and made 
a belated attempt to bring Lenin’s testament to the party’s 
notice. Stalin now levelled against them all the charges from 
which he had defended them the year before, when these were 
made by Trotsky. They were the ‘deserters’ and ‘strike-breakers’ 
of October. He stood by his new partners, Bukharin, Rykov, 
and Tomsky, in the same way in which he had previously stood 
by Zinoviev and Kamenev, saying that it was grotesque to 
imagine that the party could be led without them.^ He told the 
story how he had been put and kept in his office by his present 
critics and how many times he had wanted to resign. The shouts 
of the Leningraders, ‘Resign now!’, were drowned by outbursts 
of indignation on the part of the majority and by thunderous 
ovations for Stalin and ‘the Leninist Central Committee united 
around him’. It was now that this characteristic phrase came 
into use. Nominally the party was still led by a team, the 
‘Leninist Central Committee’, but the team was already ‘united 
around Stalin’. Constitutionally, the General Secretary could 

’ L. Trotsky, Stalin, p. 418. 

* Stalin 'refused* to give 'Bukharin's blood* to the opposition. Sochinenya, 
vol. vii, pp. 365, 384. and 387; 14 Syezd F.iT.P. {b), pp. 504 “ 5 - 
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claim no status above that of any other member of the 
Central Committee; but he already was recognized as primus 
inter pares. In theory this was still to be his status many years 
later, after the Central Committee had been reduced to his 
mere shadow. 

His next step, after the congress, was to dislodge the opposi- 
tion from its stronghold in Leningrad. The voice of ‘Lenin’s 
city’ carried too much weight to be allowed to speak for the 
opposition. The man whom Stalin sent to oust Zinoviev from 
Leningrad was Sergei Kirov — his assassination in 1934 was to 
become the starting-point for the terror of the late thirties. 
Hitherto the secretary of the organization of Baku, one of the 
lesser lights among the old Bolsheviks, Kirov was an energetic 
organizer and an able orator. Armed with plenary powers, he 
appealed to the Leningraders’ sense of discipline;* and he 
quickly achieved his objective, at least in appearance. The city 
continued to sympathize with the opposition, but it submitted 
to orders from the General Secretariat. 

It was only after they had been beaten, in the spring of 1926, 
that Zinoviev and Kamenev at last threw in their lot with 
Trotsky. Meanwhile, Trotsky, too, had further weakened his 
position by renouncing his supporters abroad, who had pub- 
lished Lenin’s testament. He even went so far — and all 
in the name of discipline — as to describe the document as 
apocryphal. The union of the two oppositions represented 
therefore little more than the joint wreckage of their former 
separate selves. 

Stalin received the news about the compact of his opponents 
with the brief sarcastic remark: ‘Ah, they have granted them- 
selves a mutual amnesty.’ All he needed to do in order to cover 
his three rivals with ridicule was to recall what they had only 
recently said and written about one another.^ The party also 
heard from Zinoviev and Kamenev the ‘inside story’ of their 
and Stalin’s plot against Trotsky. The revelations could not 
reflect credit upon either of the plotters. They sounded in- 
credible to people who were wont to think of the Politbureau 
as of the repository of all virtue, especially of unselfish devotion 
to the revolution. The fact that Zinoviev and Kamenev now 

' S. Kirov, Izbrannye Stati i Rechi, pp. 35 - 95 - 

* N. Popov, Outline History of the C.P.S.U., vol. ii, p. 975* 



3o8 stalin: a political biography 

had an obvious axe to grind cast a shadow on their trust- 
worthiness. The things which they confided to Trotsky and his 
close friends were, indeed, startling. They allegedly warned 
Trotsky that his life was in danger; and they revealed that, on 
breaking with Stalin, they themselves had taken the precaution 
of making their wills. They portrayed the General Secretary 
as a sly, revengeful sadist, obsessed with vanity and lust of 
power; but they failed to explain why, if such were his vices, 
they had been his close partners for three years. Nor did their 
outbursts of panic prevent them from entertzdning the most 
sanguine hopes about their own chances of success. ‘It will be 
enough [said Kamenev to Trotsky] for you and Zinoviev to 
appear together on the platform in order to reconquer the 
whole party. 

Soon afterwards Stalin exploded their illusions. He knew 
that the amalgamated opposition could not but founder on the 
scruple that had already defeated Trotsky, that it would not 
carry the struggle beyond the ranks of the party. The opposition 
would not even dream of constituting itself into a separate 
party: for it accepted the axiom that only a single party could 
exist in the Soviet state and that if two parties were to compete 
for influence one of them was bound to play a counter-revolu- 
tionary role. Yet the logic of the situation drove the opposition 
into the role of a separate party. Every step that it made in 
that direction filled its leaders with remorse and horror. Every 
such step was retracted and recanted, only to be followed by 
another that was again to be regretted and retraced. Such an 
attitude appeared as insincere and dishonest in the eyes of most 
Bolsheviks; and it could not but dishearten the adherents of 
the opposition. 

The most delicate issue of all was the opposition’s behaviour 
in the army. After Frunze’s death, Voroshilov was appointed 
Commissar of War, as if to crown the revenge of the Tsaritsyn 
group on Trotsky.^ But Lashevich, Zinoviev’s friend and 
supporter, was still Voroshilov’s deputy. Unlike the opposition 
of 1924, the present opposition, after much hesitation, began to 
carry the struggle into the armed forces. In July 1926 Stalin 
exposed before the Central Committee Lashevich’s doings, the 
semi-secret organization of the sympathizers of the opposition 
* L. Trotsky, Mein Leben, p. 505. » See Chapter VI, pp. 204-5. 
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among the military. This was a shattering blow for the 
opposition. Lashevich was dismissed from his military post and 
expelled from the Central Committee. Zinoviev, his protector, 
lost his seat on the Politbureau. 

For the first time Stalin now kept the threat of expulsion from 
the party suspended over his opponents. Anxious to avert it, 
they retreated. On 4 October Trotsky, Zinoviev, Kamenev, 
Piatakov, Sokolnikov, and others signed a statement admitting 
that they were guilty of offences against the statutes of the 
party and pledged themselves to disband their party within the 
party. They also disavowed the extremists in their ranks who 
were led by Shlyapnikov and Medvedev, the chiefs of the 1921 
opposition. However, having admitted their offences against 
the rules of discipline, Trotsky and his associates restated with 
dignified firmness their political criticisms of Stalin and 
Bukharin. 

Now it was again Stalin’s turn to act. Towards the end of 
October 1926 he expelled Trotsky from the Politbureau. Not 
a single representative of the opposition now sat on that body. 
He deposed Zinoviev from the presidency of the Communist 
International and then indicted him before the Executive of 
the International, which confirmed the demotion. A Russian 
party conference endorsed the changes in the Politbureau ; and 
it also granted the requests of Shlyapnikov and Medvedev for 
readmission to the party, after their exemplary recantation. 
Thus a pattern was set for future expulsions, recantations, and 
readmissions. 

These events were followed, in the first half of 1927, by a 
spurious truce, the last before the denouement. In the summer 
the struggle flared up again, in connexion with critical develop- 
ments in international politics. On 12 May the British police 
raided the premises of the Soviet trade delegation in London ; 
and two weeks later Great Britain broke off diplomatic rela- 
tions with Russia. On 7 June Voikov, the Soviet envoy in 
Warsaw, was assassinated by a Russian emigre. About the 
same time General Chiang Kai-shek turned against the Chinese 
Communists, who had hitherto supported him and had been 
affiliated to the Kuomintang. Stalin had been severely criti- 
cized by the opposition for the support of Chiang Kai-shek, to 
which he had committed Russian and Chinese communism; 
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and Chiang Kai-shek’s new move gave him now considerable 
embarrassment. So did the breakdown of the agreement 
between the Soviet and the British trade unions, which he had 
also upheld against the opposition.* In the warlike tension 
caused by these events, eighty-three leaders of the opposition 
issued an eloquent declaration, in which they blamed Stalin 
and Bukharin for all recent failures. 

It was in the course of that debate, in the summer of 1927, 
that Trotsky made his so-called Clemenceau statement, the clue 
to many of the events that took place ten years later, when the 
Second World War was really casting its shadow ahead. The 
crux of Trotsky’s statement was his assertion that, if Russia 
were to find herself at war, the opposition would adopt towards 
the ruling group an attitude similar to that which Clemenceau 
took vis-d-vis the French Government of Caillaux and Malvy in 
the crisis of 1917. (Clemenceau had charged that Government 
with inefficiency and virtual defeatism before he himself took 
power and waged the war against Germany to victorious con- 
clusion.) Trotsky, in other words, charged Stalin, Rykov, 
Bukharin, and Voroshilov with lack of foresight, efficiency, and 
determination; and he gave notice that in an emergency he 
would strive to achieve a change of government, so that the 
country might be rallied and its resources efficiently organized 
for defence.^ By the normal standards of any regime allowing 
for alternative government, Trotsky’s attitude was unexcep- 
tionable. Indeed, on the eve of the Second World War, 
Churchill, in a sense, successfully applied ‘Clemenceau tactics’ 
in Great Britain. In a regime admitting no alternative to the 
Government in power, however, Trotsky’s statement seemed to 
smack of treason. The General Secretariat replied to it with 
counter-statements about a ‘united anti-Soviet front from 
Chamberlain to Trotsky’. 

To all intents and purposes the opposition was now outlawed, 
even though Trotsky and Zinoviev, already expelled from the 
Politbureau, were still members of the Central Committee. 
The General Secretariat refused to authorize the publication 
of the memoranda which they had prepared for the next con- 

* a more detailed account of these events is given in Chapter X, dealing with 
Stalin's foreign policy. 

* L. Trotsky, Stalin School of Falsification^ pp. 175-6. 
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gress of the party, and the members of the opposition printed 
them semi-clandestinely. For this the leaders were expelled 
from the Central Committee. On 7 November 1927, during the 
official celebration of the tenth anniversary of the October 
revolution, Trotsky and Zinoviev led their followers in separate 
processions through the streets of Moscow and Leningrad. 
Though the processions were of a peaceful character and the 
banners and slogans carried by the demonstrators were directed 
against the ruling group only by implication, the incident 
brought the struggle to a head. Trotsky and Zinoviev were 
immediately expelled from the party. In December the fifteenth 
congress declared ‘adherence to the opposition and propaganda 
of its views to be incompatible with membership of the party’.* 
Kamenev’s and Rakovsky’s pleas for the opposition were 
drowned in a continual, hysterically intolerant uproar from 
the floor. ‘Enough, comrades,’ Stalin said, ‘an end must be 
put to this game. . . . Kamenev’s speech is the most lying, 
pharasaical, scoundrelly and roguish of all the opposition 
speeches that have been made from this platform.’^ The con- 
gress demanded from the leaders of the opposition that they 
renounce and denounce their own views — this was to be the 
price for their continued membership of the party. In vain did 
Kamenev and Rakovsky try to argue that such demands contra- 
dicted the traditions of Bolshevism; and that if they yielded 
they would only humiliate themselves without earning the 
respect of members.^ On 18 December the congress expelled 
seventy-five leading members of the opposition, in addition to 
many others already expelled or imprisoned. 

A day later the opposition split. Its Trotskyist section refused 
to yield to the demands of the congress. Trotsky was deported 
to Alma Ata, Rakovsky to Astrakhan. Zinoviev, Kamenev, and 
their followers, however, issued a statement in which they 
renounced their views. The opposition was defeated by this 
defection no less than by Stalin’s reprisals. And with the defec- 
tion the humiliation of those who had capitulated was only 
beginning. The congress refused to accept their unconditional 
surrender and left the decision of their readmission to the dis- 
cretion of the General Secretariat. Stalin’s triumph over his 

' 15 Syezd V.K.P. (A), p. 1318. ' Ibid., p. 372. 

^ Ibid., pp. 252-3. 
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ex-partners was far more complete than his victory over Trotsky. 

The story which followed shows in many points so monotonous 
a resemblance to the one that preceded it that it is hardly worth 
while to tell it in great detail. Stalin’s partnership with Bukharin, 
Rykov, and Tomsky broke down soon after the defeat of their 
adversaries exactly as the triumvirate had fallen apart after 
Trotsky’s resignation. And, though the social and political 
background to the new phase was vastly different, the personal 
ambitions of the chief actors, their fears and afterthoughts, 
their belated searches for new alinements and so on, were almost 
the same. 

It is astonishing how grossly Stalin was still underrated by 
his adversaries, old and new; and how quickly they were to 
learn of their error. At the fifteenth congress the defeated 
opposition forecast that now, after the left had been removed, 
the leadership would pass from Stalin to Bukharin, Rykov, and 
Tomsky.* Trotsky ceaselessly warned the party about an 
imminent and decisive ‘swing to the right’ which might end 
in the restoration of capitalism. Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky, 
too, felt that they were the winners. The Politbureau elected 
after the congress seemed so composed as to guarantee their 
predominance. It consisted of nine members. Stalin was sure of 
four votes : his own, Molotov’s, and those of the two new-comers, 
Kuibyshev and Rudzutak. Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky 
counted on the support of Voroshilov and Kalinin. But, when it 
came to the show-down, both Voroshilov and Kalinin cast their 
votes for Stalin. ‘Stalin has some special hold on them [Bukharin 
said later] that I do not know of.’^ The deputy-members of 
the Politbureau, Kirov, Kaganovich, Andreyev, Mikoyan, and 
others, with the exception of one man, Uglanov, were Stalin’s 
supporters. Relying on his majority, Stalin began to oust 
Bukharin’s followers from influential positions in the admini- 
stration and the party caucus, refraining for the time being 
from any open fight against his adversaries of the Politbureau. 

The drive against the right began against the background of 
a grave social crisis which developed exactly as Trotsky and 
Zinoviev had predicted. Hardly a week had passed since the 

* /j Syezd V.K.P. (Jb), pp. 1248-50. 

* B. Souvarine, Stalin^ p. 484. 
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congress had pronounced sentence on them when the cities and 
towns of Russia found themselves threatened with famine. In 
January 1928 government purchases of grain from the peasants 
fell short by two million tons of the minimum needed to feed 
the urban population.' The Politbureau ordered ‘emergency 
measures’ which, in Stalin’s own words, were characterized by 
‘administrative arbitrariness, violation of revolutionary law, 
raids on peasant houses, illegal searches’.^ Contradicting all 
his recent statements, Stalin now asserted that, by withholding 
grain from the Government, the '‘kulak was disrupting the Soviet 
economic policy’.^ In June new emergency measures were 
announced; and in July Stalin called upon the party ‘to strike 
hard at the kulaks\^ Such injunctions were not willingly followed 
by Bolsheviks in the country-side: for in the last three years the 
importance of the ‘alliance with the peasantry’ had been im- 
pressed upon them and they had been taught that hostility 
towards the muzhik was the distinctive mark of the Trotskyist 
heresy. Throughout March, April, May, and June the General 
Secretariat directed a ‘spring cleaning’ in the party, dismissing 
functionaries who obstructed the emergency measures. 

Behind the closed doors of the Politbureau, Bukharin, Rykov, 
and Tomsky tried in vain to put a stop to the new course and 
to protect the victims of the purge. But they were careful not 
to carry the controversy into the open. In the eyes of the 
country they bore their share of responsibility for the emergency 
measures. Stalin derived every benefit from their discretion and 
assured the party that the emergency measures and the purge 
had been unanimously decided upon by the Politbureau. ‘There 
are no right-wingers in the Politbureau’, he said in October.® 
‘We in the Politbureau [he repeated a month later] are united 
and shall remain so till the end.’^ At the plenary session of the 
Central Committee he limited himself to an attack on one of 
Bukharin’s lieutenants, the new Commissar of Finance, Frum- 
kin, who had stated that ‘the country-side, with the exception 
of the small section of the poorer peasants, is opposed to us’ and 
that ‘the main mass of the peasantry is in gloom and despair’.*^ 

* J. Stalin, Lenimsmy vol. ii, p. 128. * Ibid., p. 129. 

^ J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism, ‘On the Grain Front*, pp. 206-16. 

^ J. Stalin, Leninism, vol. ii, p. 128. 

* J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism, speech on the ‘Right Danger*, p. 236. 

* J. Stalin, Leninism, vol. ii, p. 183. ’ Ibid., pp. 168 ff. 
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Only in April 1929, more than a year after the struggle had 
begun, did Stalin for the first time publicly mention Bukharin 
as the leader of the right opposition. 

The previous oppositions had at least wrestled with Stalin 
before they were defeated. The Bukharin group was not even 
capable of taking up his challenge. At an early stage of the 
controversy, in July 1928, Bukharin turned for support to 
Kamenev in much the same way in which Kamenev and 
Zinoviev had once turned to Trotsky. In both cases the 
‘revelations’ which Stalin’s erstwhile partners made were exactly 
the same; and they were made in the same mood of panic 
mingled with vague hope. Zinoviev and Kamenev had spoken 
about the danger to their and Trotsky’s lives. will strangle 
us’, Bukharin now whispered in terror to Kamenev.* ‘He is an 
unprincipled intriguer who subordinates everything to his appe- 
tite for power. At any given moment he will change his theories 
in order to get rid of someone.’ ‘We consider Stalin’s line fatal 
to the revolution. This line is leading us to the abyss. Our 
disagreements with Stalin are far, far more serious than those 
we have with you.’ As if to inspire confidence, Bukharin enumer- 
ated the organizations and the influential men who would back 
the opposition. But in the same breath he implored his inter- 
locutor to drop no hint of their secret conversation, because 
they were both closely watched by the political police; and he 
parted from Kamenev speaking in awe about the ‘Genghiz 
Khan’ of the General Secretariat. Trotsky and the two ex- 
triumvirs had joined hands against Stalin too late. For Bukharin 
and Kamenev it was already too late to try to join hands. 

One reason for this pathetic state of affairs lay, of course, 
in the almost automatic growth of the pressure which Stalin 
exercised upon the whole political life of the country. The 
defeat of each successive opposition violently narrowed the 
margins within which the free expression of opinion was possible. 
The leaders of each opposition could not get for themselves 
more elbow room than that to which they themselves, in coali- 
tion with Stalin, had reduced their adversaries. After each 
show-down, actions hitherto regarded as unimpeachable were 

' B. Souvarine, Stalirty p. 485. The document from which Souvarine quotes 
fragments of Bukharin’s revelations was seen by the author of this book also. In 
Russia it was circulated clandestinely. 
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classed as unpardonable. On formal grounds Stalin could not 
expel Trotsky from the party for his ‘Clemenceau statement*, 
even though it implied the threat of an overthrow of the Govern- 
ment. Only specific offences against discipline, clandestine 
printings, and unauthorized street demonstrations, offences into 
which Stalin had provoked his adversaries, could justify re- 
prisals against the opposition in 1927. Less than a year later 
a whispered conversation between a member of the Politbureau 
and a repentant leader of the opposition, the conversation 
between Bukharin and Kamenev, was already a grave offence, 
for which Bukharin tearfully begged pardon from the Polit- 
bureau.* The alternative to submission was an ostracism doubly 
unbearable; for it was pronounced against the ‘offender’ not by 
a class enemy but by his associate in the revolution, and it left 
the ‘offender’ incapable even of crying in the wilderness. 

There was yet another reason for the paradox that Stalin’s 
opponents grew the more helpless the more numerous they 
became. ‘Our disagreements with Stalin’, Bukharin told 
Kamenev, ‘are far, far more serious than those we have with 
you.* What Bukharin had in mind was the manner in which 
Stalin was asserting himself, his despotism, his lack of scruple, 
his disregard of public opinion, and his contempt for the intel- 
lectual elite of the party. On this point all oppositions, old and 
new, were, indeed, of one mind. But this was not enough to 
knit them into a single, coherent body. On the contrary, Stalin’s 
latest moves, his departure from the pro-muzhik policy, made 
the confusion in the ranks of his critics worse confounded. He 
stole Trotsky’s thunder. Agents of the General Secretariat now 
visited many of the exiled leaders of the old opposition and 
lured them back into the fold. Stalin, they argued, has after 
all adopted the ideas for which you stood. He strikes at the 
kulak and is out to industrialize the country. He is engaged in 
a fight against Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky, your and his real 
opponents. What is the use of your staying out in the political 
wilderness when your experience and talents are now badly 
needed by the party? You say that you are entitled to open 
rehabilitation. But why should you ask the leadership of the 
party to put itself in the wrong at so critical a moment, when 
its prestige should be upheld at any cost? Personal pride is not 

* Ibid., p. 518. 
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a Bolshevik virtue. Besides, you know that you did commit 
offences against discipline. All that the party demands from 
you is a formality, the repudiation of an attitude that has any- 
how become outdated. In return it will enable you to resume 
your honourable service for the revolution. 

Trotsky and Rakovsky were unrepentant and unyielding. 
Zinoviev, Radek, Piatakov, Sokolnikov, Smilga, and hosts of 
others were goaded on ‘to sin in loving virtue’. Throughout 
1928 and 1929 there was a steady traffic of ‘repenting’ members 
of the opposition from their places of exile to Moscow. The 
rueful oppositionists believed that Stalin’s sudden swing to the 
left would put wind into their sails and that in good time 
they would regain their hold on the party. Meanwhile, they 
repudiated their friends who preferred exile or imprisonment 
to an intricate and undignified tactical game. Thus, while he 
was dealing his blows to the new opposition, Stalin was assured 
of the temporary benevolence of many adherents of the old 
one. Some of its leaders, discouraged by their own failures, 
now warned Bukharin and his associates not to allow them- 
selves to be rushed into hopeless conflict. The ^xo-muzhik group 
cautiously played for time. It believed that Stalin was leading 
the country into a deadlock, in which his dismissal would 
become inevitable. All that mattered was to be prepared for 
the critical moment and to seize the reins when these would 
slip from his hands. 

Towards the end of 1928 the symptoms of such a crisis did, 
indeed, multiply. But Stalin saw through the hopes and the 
tactical games of his rivals. He knew that his most dangerous 
opponent was still Trotsky, whose unbending attitude won him 
new respect from friend and foe alike. On 18 January 1929 
he proposed to the Politbureau that Trotsky be expelled from 
Russia. The proposal was passed, against Bukharin’s protests. 
This incident again allows us to gauge the gradualness with 
which the conflict was mounting towards its bloody climax. 
In 1929 Stalin still shrank from the imprisonment of Trotsky 
in Russia — seven years later he would not hesitate to pass a 
death sentence on him as well as on the whole ‘Old Guard’. 

After he had finally removed Trotsky from the Russian 
scene, he hastened to rout the leaders of the right wing. Rykov 
was deposed from the Premiership of the Soviet Government, 



THE ‘great change’ 317 

in which he had succeeded Lenin. Tomsky was ousted from 
the leadership of the trade unions, on the ground that he had 
used his influence to turn the unions against industrialization. 
Bukharin was dismissed from the leadership of the Communist 
International, where he had replaced Zinoviev, as well as from 
the Politbureau. Before the year 1929 was out, Bukharin, 
Rykov, and Tomsky repudiated their own views and thus 
bought a few years of spurious breathing space. 

Stalin’s ascendancy was now complete. The contest for 
power was at its end. All his rivals had been eliminated. None 
of the members of the Politbureau would dream of challenging 
his authority. In the last days of the year Moscow celebrated 
his fiftieth birthday as if it had been a great historic event. 
From every corner of Russia tributes were addressed to the 
Leader. His virtues were praised, immoderately and crudely, 
by every party secretary in the country. The walls of Moscow 
were covered with his huge portraits. His statues and busts of 
all possible sizes filled the squares, the halls of public buildings, 
and the windows of every shop down to the humblest barber’s 
shop. ‘Stalin is the Lenin of to-day’, the propagandists shouted 
themselves hoarse. Some of the older people recalled Lenin’s 
fiftieth birthday. It had been a small and modest occasion, 
which Lenin reluctantly attended only to remonstrate with his 
admirers for their growing fondness for pomp and ceremony. 
The new Stalinist cult was now visibly merging with the old 
Leninist cult, and overshadowing it. When, on ceremonial 
occasions, Stalin appeared at the top of the Lenin mausoleum 
in the Red Square, Lenin’s colossal tomb appeared to be only 
the pedestal for his successor. 


It would be easy for the historian to pass unqualified judge- 
ment on Stalin if he could assume that in his fight against 
Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky he pursued only his private 
ambition. This was not the case. His personal ends were not 
the only or the most important stakes in the struggle. In the 
tense months of 1928 and 1929 the whole fate of Soviet Russia 
hung in the balance. 

On the face of things, the opening of the crisis was so un- 
dramatic as to appear irrelevant. The peasants had failed to 
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deliver a few million tons of grain to the towns. Prosaic as the 
event was, there was real drama in it. In refusing to sell food, 
the peasants had no clear political motives. They did not aim 
at the overthrow of the Soviets, although some of the politically 
minded elements among the well-to-do peasantry hoped for 
such an ending. The mass of the peasants was driven to apply 
that peculiar form of ‘sabotage’ by economic circumstances. 
Most of the small farms did not produce more than was needed 
to feed their owners. After more than ten years the agricultural 
upheaval of 1917 was now taking its revenge. The splitting up 
of large estates into tiny holdings had given the Bolsheviks the 
support of the peasantry in the civil war; but in consequence 
the productivity of farming, or rather its capacity to feed the 
urban population, deteriorated. The big farmers, on the other 
hand, demanded high prices for food, prices intolerably burden- 
some to the townspeople; and they also pressed for further 
concessions to capitalist farming. Stalin was, indeed, con- 
fronted with a most complex dilemma. If he yielded more 
ground to the peasants he would dangerously antagonize the 
urban working classes, which, on the whole, now again stood 
behind the Government, especially after the Government had, 
about 1927, succeeded in rebuilding industry to its pre-war 
condition. But the refusal to yield to the peasantry also entailed 
the threat of famine and unrest in the towns. The problem 
demanded a radical solution. If the Government had begun to 
curb the big farmers and to encourage gradual collectivization 
earlier, as Trotsky and Zinoviev had counselled, it might not 
have needed now to resort to drastic emergency measures in 
order to obtain bread. As things stood, Stalin acted under the 
overwhelming pressure of events. The circumstance that he 
was not prepared for the events precipitated him into a course 
of action over which he was liable to lose control. 

The unpremeditated, pragmatic manner in which he em- 
barked upon the second revolution would have been unbeliev- 
able if, during the preceding years, from 1924 until late iii igag, 
Stalin had not placed his views on record. Up to last 
moment he shrank from the upheaval, and he had no idea of 
the scope and violence which it was to assume. In this lie was 
not alone. Not a single Bolshevik group, faction, or l^cric 
thought of an industrialization so intensive and rapid^ of a 
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collectivization of farming so comprehensive and drastic as that 
which Stalin now initiated. Even the most extreme of the left 
Bolsheviks conceived collectivization as a mild, gradual reform. 
The only man who had propagated the idea of a ‘second revolu- 
tion’ in the country-side was Yuri Larin, a second-rate economist, 
once a right-wing Menshevik. He wrote about it as early as 
1925; and Stalin then ironically treated his view as a cranky 
idea.* He fulminated against those Bolsheviks who thought of 
‘fanning class struggle in the country-side’ ‘This is . . . empty 
chatter . . . old Menshevik songs from the old Menshevik 
Encyclopaedia.’ When students of the Sverdlov University put 
to him the captious question, ‘How can one fight against the 
kulaks without fanning the class struggle?’, he replied in the 
same tone, brooking no contradiction, that the party ‘was not 
interested in fanning class struggle’ in the country-side and that 
that slogan was ‘quite inappropriate’.^ 

Three years later, in May 1 928, when the emergency measures 
against the kulaks were already in operation, he still insisted that 
the ‘expropriation oi kulaks would be folly He did not expect 
more than a small fraction of agriculture to be reorganized on 
collective lines within the next four years. ^ The first five-year 
plan, approved by the end of the year, provided for the col- 
lectivization of, at the most, 20 per cent, of all farms by 1933. 
Even in the spring of 1 929, while he was already openly accusing 
the Bukharin group as the promoters of capitalist farming, 
Stalin still maintained that ‘individual . . . farming would con- 
tinue to play a predominant part in supplying the country with 
food and raw materials’.^ 

A few months later, ‘all round’ collectivization was in full 
swing; and individual farming was doomed. Before the year 
was out Stalin stated: ‘We have succeeded in turning the bulk 
of the peasantry in a large number of regions away from the 
old capitalist path of development.’^ The Politbureau now 
expected that state-owned and collective farms would already 

* J. Sochinenyay vol. vii, p. 373, speech at the fourteenth congress. 

» IW., p. 103. ’ Ibid., pp. 179 and 334-8. 

^ J* Stalin, Problems of Leninism^ p. 221, ‘On the Grain Front*. 

* are people,’ he said in July 1928, ‘who think that individual fanning is 
at the of its tether and is not worth supporting. Such people have nothing in 
^^ith the line of our party’ (J. Stalin, Leninism, vol. ii, p. 131). 

, Problems of Leninism, p. 267. ’ Ibid., p. 293. 
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supply half of all the food for the towns. In the last days of the 
year Stalin’s orders for an all out ‘offensive against the kulak" 
rang out threateningly from the Kremlin. ‘We must smash the 
kulaksy eliminate them as a class. . . . Unless we set ourselves 
these aims, an offensive would be mere declamation, bickering, 
empty noise. . . . We must strike at the kulaks so hard as to 
prevent them from rising to their feet again. . . Far from 
denouncing expropriation of well-to-do farmers as folly, he now 
argued: ‘Can we permit the expropriation of kulaks, . . ? A 
ridiculous question. . . . You do not lament the loss of the hair 
of one who has been beheaded. . . . We must break down the 
resistance of that class in open battle.’^ 

A brief recapitulation of his crucial statements on industrial- 
ization reveals equally striking contradictions. In the middle 
twenties Russian industry, recovering to its pre-war condition, 
increased its output by 20 to 30 per cent, per year.^ The Polit- 
bureau argued over the rate at which output could be ex- 
panded after all the existing plants and factories had been 
made to operate at full capacity. Everybody agreed that once 
this point had been reached, the annual increases would be 
smaller. Zinoviev, Trotsky, and Kamenev thought that it 
would still be possible to raise output by somewhat less than 
20 per cent, a year. Stalin dubbed them ‘super-industrializers*. 
When his opponents advanced the project for the Dnieprostroy, 
the great hydro-electrical power station on the Dnieper, he 
shelved it, allegedly saying that for Russia to build the Dniep- 
rostroy would be the same as for a muzhik to buy a gramophone 
instead of a cow.^ His report to the fifteenth congress, in 
December 1927, was full of contentment with the industrial 
condition of the country; but he already took a leaf from the 
opposidon’s book — and suggested that in the next few years 
industrial output should be increased at the annual rate of 
15 per cent. 

A year later his contentment with the condition of industry 
vanished; and he found that the Russian plants and factories 
were technically ‘beneath all criticism’.® He now began to 

* J. Stalin, Problems of Lmimsm, p. 318. * Ibid., p. 325. 

’ J. Stalin, Soehiner^, vol. vii, pp. 308 and 315. 

^ The Case of Lem Trotsky, p. 245, and Bulleten Oppozitsii, no. 27 (Marcb 1932)* 

* J. Stalin, Leninism, vol. ii, p. 151. 
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urge more rapid industrialization. Referring to a precedent in 
the minds of many of his listeners he argued: ‘When Peter the 
Great, having to deal with the more advanced countries of the 
west, began feverishly to build factories and workshops, in order 
to supply his armies, . . . none of the old classes . . . could success- 
fully solve the problem of overcoming the backwardness of the 
country.’^ But the new structure of Russian society created 
incomparably better conditions for industrialization. Even now 
Stalin’s projects were moderate. At a plenary session of the 
Central Committee he wrangled with the Commissar of Finance, 
Frumkin, who would not allocate in the budget more than 
650 million roubles for capital investments. The Supreme 
Economic Council asked for 825 million roubles; and Stalin 
pleaded in favour of the higher appropriation.* 

The actual investments in the next year, the first of the five- 
year plan, amounted to i ,300 million roubles, nearly 500 million 
more than Stalin’s highest estimate. The radical and decisive 
turn towards industrialization occurred by the middle of 1929, 
when the appropriation for capital investments was suddenly 
raised to 3,400 million roubles, five times as much as the Com- 
missar of Finance had allowed and four times as much as Stalin 
himself had demanded. Soon the Politbureau worked itself up 
into a real frenzy of industrialization. In June 1930 the six- 
teenth congress was dumbfounded by Stalin’s triumphant state- 
ment ; ‘ We are on the eve of our transformation from an agrarian 
into an industrial country.’^ He predicted that in many branches 
of industry the plan would be fulfilled in three or even two and 
a half, instead of in five, years. He told the congress that in the 
current year industry was ordered to raise its output by nearly 
50 per cent., an exertion which really belonged to the realm 
of super-industrialist fantasy 

He was now completely possessed by the idea that he could 
achieve a miraculous transformation of the whole of Russia by 
a single tour de force. He seemed to live in a half-real and half^ 
dreamy world of statistical figures and indices, of industrial 
orders and instructions, a world in which no target and no 

* Ibid., p. 153. * Ibid., p. 172. ^ Ibid., p. 328. 

♦ To be accurate, the increase was to be by 47 per cent. Stalin himself later 
admitted to a conference of industrial managers that it was only 25 per cent.; 
and even this figure is doubtful. Cf. Leninism, vol. ii, p. 385, and ProbUms of Leninism, 
P- 351 * 



322 STALIN: A POLITICAL BIOGRAPHY 

objective seemed to be beyond his and the party’s grasp. 
He coined the phrase that there were no fortresses which 
could not be conquered by the Bolsheviks, a phrase that was 
in the course of many years repeated by every writer and 
orator and displayed on every banner and poster in every corner 
of the country. 

Here is a striking illustration of the feverish character of the 
endeavour: Iron and steel form the basis of industrial power. 
In 1928 Russia produced only three and a half million tons of 
pig iron. She was to produce ten million tons by the end of 
1933) under the five-year plan. Stalin, not satisfied with putting 
the time limit for the whole plan a year or two earlier, told the 
sixteenth congress that ‘ten million tons of pig iron ... is not 
enough. ... At all costs we must produce seventeen million 
tons in 1932.’* He branded the economists and business 
managers who feared that so high a target could not be attained 
as ‘right-wing opportunists’ and ‘wreckers’, even though their 
objections were very well founded. In 1941, when Hitler 
attacked Russia, the Russian output of pig iron was only just 
approaching the target which, according to Stalin’s orders, it 
should have reached ten years earlier.* 


We have seen how Stalin was precipitated into collectiviza- 
tion by the chronic danger of famine in 1928 and 1929. Some 
of his opponents suggested that the danger might be averted if 
food were imported. But the means of payment were lacking; 
and the Government could not hope to obtain foreign credits — 
the financial boycott of Russia, which had started after the 
revolution, was virtually still on. Apart from this, if the scarce 
funds of foreign currency and gold were to be spent on foreign 
food, industry could not develop even on the modest scale on 
which it had progressed so far. Industrial stagnation was bound 
to entail an even graver food crisis and more dangerous tension 
between town and country-side later on. 

The ransacking of the barns of the well-to-do peasants and 

' J. Stalin, Leninism^ vol. ii, p. 375. 

^ N. Voznesensky, Economic Results of the U.SS.R, in /p^, pp. 10 and 13. See 
also PUumoye Kho^istvo, no. 5, 1947; A, Kunky, Sotsialisticheskqya IndustricUi^tsia 
S.S.S.R,, p. 35. 



THE ‘great change’ 323 

the requisitioning of hidden stocks seemed to offer a simpler 
way out of the predicament, one that was not necessarily more 
unfair than the threat of starvation with which the country-side 
confronted the towns. But the administration, even assisted by 
party and police, was hardly capable of coping with the task. 
The peculiar gifts of peasants for evading regulations and con- 
trols imposed upon them by a more or less remote urban 
administration is notorious. Such regulations and controls, let 
alone requisitions, are most effective when they are enforced 
by a section of the rural population on the spot. Stalin there- 
fore appealed to the poor peasants against the well-to-do 
farmers. He could not turn to the mass of the poor muzhiks 
empty-handed. He had to offer them tangible rewards for 
co-operation. And what reward could be more alluring to the 
destitute muzhik^ the owner of a tiny plot, who tilled his land 
with a wooden plough {sokha)^ who possessed neither horse nor 
cow and was constantly at the mercy of the kulak and village 
usurer, what reward could be more tempting to the multitude 
of such muzhiks than a collective farm, which the Government 
promised to endow with some of the kulaks' agricultural imple- 
ments and cattle as well as with tractors? 

It is not known exactly how many of the 25 million private 
farmers belonged to that most destitute class. Their numbers 
were given as 5 to 8 millions — at least 5 millions of the smallest 
holdings were tilled with wooden ploughs.* At the other end 
of the scale there were or perhaps 2 million prosperous 
farmers. In between there were the 15 to 18 millions of ‘middle 
peasants’. Thus, only a minority of the peasantry, though a 
very substantial one, could be relied upon to welcome whole- 
heartedly the ‘great change’. If Stalin had limited the reform 
to the pooling of the poorest holdings and to a moderate redis- 
tribution of wealth between the most prosperous and the most 
destitute sections of the peasantry, the collectivization would 
hardly have become the bloody cataclysm which in the event 
it did become. If the collective farms had, further, been 
endowed with tools and machines, assisted by governmental 
credits and technical advice, if they had then succeeded in visi- 
bly improving the living of their members, they would probably 

* L. Trotsky, The Real Situation in Russia, pp. 64-7; and J. Stalin, Problems of 
Leninism, ‘On the Grain Front*, pp. 206-16. 



324 stalin: a political biography 

have attracted many of the so-called middle peasants, who 
in fact led a miserable existence on the shifting borderlines of 
poverty. 

About the middle of 1929 Stalin was carried away by the 
momentum of the movement. The beginning of collectiviza- 
tion was an indubitable success. As encouraging progress 
reports piled up on the desks of the General Secretariat, Stalin 
began to press the collectivization beyond the limits originally 
set. He dispatched thousands and thousands of agents to the 
country-side, instructing them to ‘liquidate the kulaks as a class’ 
and to drive the multitudes of reluctant middle peasants into 
the collective farms. The spirit of his instructions can be recap- 
tured from a speech he gave to the party’s rural agents in 
December 1929.* He used the bluntest words to dispel the 
scruples of his listeners, who apparently felt that a revolution 
may and must deal ruthlessly with a handful of exploiters but 
not with millions of small proprietors. Stalin quoted with vague 
irony the following lines from Engels: ‘We stand decisively on 
the side of the small peasant: we will do everything possible to 
make his lot more tolerable and to facilitate his transition to 
the co-operative, if he decides to take this step. If he cannot 
as yet bring himself to this decision, we will give him plenty of 
time to ponder over it on his holding.’ Engels’s ‘exaggerated 
circumspection’, Stalin told his listeners, suited the conditions 
of western Europe ; but it was out of place in Russia. The small 
peasant was not to be given time to ponder over collectivism 
on his own holding. The kulaks^ Stalin elaborated his point, 
must not only be expropriated; it was ridiculous to suggest, as 
some Bolsheviks did, that after they had been expropriated they 
should be allowed to join collective farms. He did not tell his 
audience what should happen to the two million or so 
kulaks^ who with their families may have numbered eight or ten 
million people, after they had been deprived of their property 
and barred from the collective farms. 

Within a short time rural Russia became pandemonium. 
The overwhelming majority of the peasantry confronted the 
Government with desperate opposition. Collectivization de- 
generated into a military operation, a cruel civil war. Rebellious 
villages were surrounded by machine-guns ^nd forced to sur- 
* J. Stalin, Problem of Leninim, pp. 301 ff. 



THE ‘great change’ 325 

render. * Masses of kulaks were deported to remote unpopulated 
lands in Siberia. Their houses, barns, and farm implements 
' were turned over to the collective farms — Stalin himself put 
the value of their property so transferred at over 400 million 
roubles.^ The bulk of the peasants decided to bring in as little 
as possible of their property to the collective farms which they 
imagined to be state-owned factories, in which they themselves 
would become mere factory hands. In desperation they 
slaughtered their cattle, smashed implements, and burned 
crops. This was the muzhik*^ great Luddite-like rebellion. Only 
three years later, in January 1934, did Stalin disclose some of 
its results. In 1929 Russia possessed 34 million horses. Only 
1 6-6 millions were left in 1933 — 18 million horses had been 
slaughtered. So were 30 millions of large cattle, about 45 
per cent, of the total, and nearly 100 million, or two-thirds 
of all, sheep and goats. ^ Vast tracts of land were left untilled. 
Famine stalked the towns and the black soil steppe of the 
Ukraine. 

The tour de force in farming impelled Stalin to attempt a 
similar tour de force in industry. Rapid mechanization of agri- 
culture now became a matter of life and death. Large-scale 
farming demands a technical basis much higher than that on 
which small farming, especially that of the antediluvian Russian 
type, can exist. The tractor must replace the horse. Before the 
great slaughter of livestock, economists thought that complete 
collectivization would require at least a quarter of a million 
tractors and an enormous mass of other machinery. When the 
upheaval began only 7,000 tractors were available in the whole 
of Russia. By an extraordinary exertion Stalin secured nearly 
30,000 tractors more in the course of 1929.^ This was a drop 
in the ocean. Without machines and technical advice no 

* In that critical period the author travelled in Russia and the Ukraine. He 
remembers a strikinji; account of the collectivization given to him, in a railway 
carriage on the way from Moscow to Kharkov, by a colonel of the G.P.U. The 
colonel was completely broken in spirit by his recent experiences in the country- 
side. T am an old Bolshevik,’ he said, almost sobbing, ‘I worked in the under- 
ground against the Tsar and then I fought in the civil war. Did I do all that in 
order that I should now surround villages with machine-guns and order my men 
to fire indiscriminately into crowds of peasants? Oh, no, no!’ 

* J. Stalin, Leninism^ vol. ii, p. 344. 

^ J. Stalin, Prohlemx of p. 480. 

* Ibid., p. 483. 
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rational organization and division of agricultural labour was 
possible. Many of the collective farms threatened to disintegrate 
and fall asunder as soon as they had been formed. It was now 
imperative that industry should, within the shortest possible 
time, supply fantastic masses of machinery, that the oil wells 
should produce the millions of tons of petrol by which the 
tractors were to be driven, that the country-side be electrified, 
that new power stations be built, and last, but not least, that 
millions of peasants be trained in handling and driving engines. 
But the plants and factories to produce the stuff did not exist. 
The output of coal, steel, oil, and other materials was desper- 
ately inadequate. And the men who were to teach the illiterate 
muzhiks to handle a tractor were not there either. 

The whole experiment seemed to be a piece of prodigious 
insanity, in which all rules of logic and principles of economics 
were turned upside down. It was as if a whole nation had 
suddenly abandoned and destroyed its houses and huts, which, 
though obsolete and decaying, existed in reality, and moved, 
lock, stock, and barrel, into some illusory buildings, for which 
not more than a hint of scaffolding had in reality been pre- 
pared ; as if that nation had only after this crazy migration set 
out to make the bricks for the walls of its new dwellings and 
then found that even the straw for the bricks was lacking; and 
as if then that whole nation, hungry, dirty, shivering with cold 
and riddled with disease, had begun a feverish search for the 
straw, the bricks, the stones, the builders and the masons, so 
that, by assembling these, they could at last start building homes 
incomparably more spacious and healthy than were the hastily 
abandoned slum dwellings of the past. Imagine that that nation 
numbered i6o million people; and that it was lured, prodded, 
whipped, and shepherded into that surrealistic enterprise by 
an ordinary, prosaic, fairly sober man, whose mind had sud- 
denly become possessed by a half-real and half-somnambulistic 
vision, a man who established himself in the role of super-judge 
and super-architect, in the role of a modem super-Pharaoh. 
Such, roughly, was now the strange scene of Russian life, full of 
torment and hope, full of pathos and of the grotesque; and 
such was Stalin’s place in it; only that the things that he drove 
the people to build were not useless pyramids. 

In his own mind he saw himself not as a modern Pharaoh 



THE ‘great change* 327 

but as a new Moses leading a chosen nation in the desert. For 
the mind of this atheistic dictator was cluttered with biblical 
images and symbols. Among the few metaphors and images 
scattered in his dull and dreary writings, the phrase about the 
march ‘to the promised land of socialism’ recurred perhaps 
most frequently, even while he led only a few ‘committee-men’ 
of Tiflis or Baku.* How much more real must that phrase have 
sounded in his own ears now. For all the distance of centuries 
and national character that separated him from Cromwell, and 
his followers from the Puritans, much of Macaulay’s char- 
acterization of Cromwell and his men might easily have been 
written about Stalin : 

That singular body of men was, for the most part, composed of 
zealous republicans. In the act of enslaving their country, they had 
deceived themselves into the belief that they were emancipating her. 
The book which they most venerated furnished them with a pre- 
cedent which was frequently in their mouths. It was true that the 
ignorant and ungrateful nation murmured against its deliverers. 
Even so had another chosen nation murmured against the leader 
who brought it, by painful and dreary paths, from the house of 
bondage to the land flowing with milk and honey. Yet had that 
leader rescued his brethren in spite of themselves; nor had he shrunk 
from making terrible examples of those who contemned the proffered 
freedom, and pined for the fleshpots, the taskmasters and the idola- 
tries of Egypt. 

When Stalin put his programme before the people, demand- 
ing exertions and sacrifices, he could not simply explain it in 
terms of immediate economic needs. He tried to impart to it 
a more imaginative appeal. For the first time he now openly 
appealed to the nationalist as well as to the Socialist sentiments 
in the people. That double appeal had, it is true, been implied 
in the doctrine of socialism in one country; but so far he had 
refrained from openly stirring nationalist pride or ambition. 
Bolshevik hostility towards these sentiments had been fresh in 
the minds of the people; and any open departure from it would 
have been highly embarrassing to Stalin so long as he was 
exposed to criticism from his rivals. Nor is it certain that the 
nationalist train of thought was sufficiently crystallized in his own 
mind in earlier years. The new tone rang out with extraordinary 

* Seep. 67. 
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force in one of his famous speeches to business executives, 
in February 1931. He was arguing interminably against 
those who pleaded for a slower tempo of industrialization; and 
he was explaining the international and national motives of his 
policy. Industrialization was essential for socialism; and the 
Soviet Government was in the eyes of the world proletariat in 
duty bound to build socialism. These international obligations, 
he said, he placed even higher than the national. But he spoke 
about the international Socialist aspect of the problem in cliches 
so lifeless that they make one feel clearly that die speaker's heart 
was not in them. His words began to pulsate with emotion and 
assumed colour only when he turned to the national, the purely 
Russian motives for his policy: 

No, comrades, . . . the pace must not be slackened ! On the con- 
trary, we must quicken it as much as is within our powers and possi- 
bilities. This is dictated to us by our obligations to the workers and 
peasants of the U.S.S.R. This is dictated to us by our obligations 
to the working class of the whole world. 

To slacken the pace would mean to lag behind; and those who 
lag behind are beaten. We do not want to be beaten. No, we don’t 
want to. The history of old . . . Russia . . . she was ceaselessly beaten 
for her backwardness. She was beaten by the Mongol Khans, she 
was beaten by Turkish Beys, she was beaten by Swedish feudal 
lords, she was beaten by Polish-Lithuanian Pans, she was beaten 
by Anglo-French capitalists, she was beaten by Japanese barons, 
she was beaten by all — for her backwardness. For military back- 
wardness, for cultural backwardness, for political backwardness, 
for industrial backwardness, for agricultural backwardness. She 
was beaten because to beat her was profitable and went unpunished. 
You remember the words of the pre-revolutionary poet: ‘Thou 
art poor and thou art plentiful, thou art mighty and thou art 
helpless, Mother Russia.’ 

. . . We are fifty or a hundred years behind the advanced coun- 
tries. We must make good this lag in ten years. Either we do it or 
they crush us.* 

* J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism, p. 356. To grasp how novel Stalin’s words 
sounded in Russia, when they were spoken, one has to note the extent to which 
they rehabilitated the Tsarist past. In Stalin’s summary of Russian history, Russia 
invariably appears as the victim of foreign conquerors and oppressors. Hitherto 
Bolshevik historians and writers specialized in exposing the seamy side of Russian 
history, in throwing light on the conquest and the oppression of weaker nations by 
the Tsarist Empire. Stalin gave short shrift to that anti-nationalist conception 
which had since the- revolution been inculcated into the young generation. The 
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Stalin’s call for industrializatidn at first fired the imagination 
of the urban working classes. The younger generation had long 
^ cherished the dream of Russia becoming ‘another America’, a 
Socialist America. The schemes of Dnieprostroy and Magnito- 
gorsk and a host of other ultra-modern, mammoth-like industrial 
combines conjured up before its eyes the vistas of a new civiliza- 
tion, in which man would subject the machine to his will instead 
of himself being subjected to the machine and its owner. Multi- 
tudes of young workers, especially members of the Komsomol, 
volunteered for pioneering work in the wilderness of remote 
lands. They ardently greeted the vision of the new world, even 
if that world was to be built on their own bones. Less idealisti- 
cally minded people welcomed industrialization because it put 
an end to the unemployment that had harassed the Russian 
worker all through the period of N.E.P. 

Here again Stalin was carried away by the momentum of the 
movement until he overreached himself to an extent to which 
no experienced economic administrator would have done. But, 
t strange as this may seem, Stalin was still utterly inexperienced 
in economic matters. He was no economist by training, though 
the Marxist outlook gave him a closer grasp of economics than 
that possessed by average politicians. Under Lenin his part 
in framing economic policy was as insignificant as his role in 
the political administration was great. In addition, in those 
years the economic condition of Russia was so backward 
and primitive that there was no room for any really complex 
decisions. In later years he was immersed over his ears in 
marshalling the Bolshevik caucus against his rivals ; and he had 
little opportunity and time to concern himself with more than 
the general direction of political affairs. He thus initiated an 
industrial revolution, being more or less unaware of the limits 
to which the national resources and the endurance of the people 
could be stretched without disastrous effects. All his experience 
had bred in him an excessive confidence in the power of a 
closely knit and ruthless administration. Had he not got rid of 
all his once so powerful rivals merely because he was able to 

most prominent expounder of the anti-nationalist view of Russian history, Pro- 
fessor Pokrovsky, was excommunicated sometime later; and his books were banned. 
The rehabilitation of the nationalist tradition was to reach its climax only in the 
years of the Second World War. 
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turn that power against them? Had he not been able to tame 
a party, once so untameable, and to reduce it to a body of 
frightened and meek men always ready to do his bidding? Why 
then should he not succeed in dealing with the scattered, un- 
organized masses of muzhiks according to his ideas? Why should 
he not be able to make the directors of industry produce the 
quantities of coal, and steel, and machinery laid down in the 
plans? The main thing was that they should be subjected to 
ceaseless and relentless pressure from him and the Politbureau. 
He was unsurpassed at bringing that pressure to bear upon his 
subordinates and at making them convey it to all grades of the 
administration. He was the arch-intimidator, the arch-prodder, 
and the arch-cajoler in the whole business. 

When at last he became aware of the results of the reckless 
drive in the country-side, he was anxious to appease the peasants 
and to free himself from the odium. On 2 March 1930 he tried 
to kill the two birds in a statement on ‘Dizziness with Success’.* 
He threw the blame for what had happened on to over-zealous 
officials. He admitted that half the number of all the farms had ^ 
already been collectivized; that in many cases force had been 
used; and that some of the collective farms were not viable. 
Three months before, while he was pressing the rural agents of 
the party not to allow the small peasants any more time to 
‘ponder’ over collectivism ‘on their own holdings’, he himself 
gave his last unequivocal signal for forced collectivization. Now 
he intimated that his instructions had been misunderstood: 
‘Collective farms cannot be set up by force. To do so would 
be stupid and reactionary.’ He railed at ‘opportunists’, ‘block- 
heads’, ‘noisy lefts’, ‘timid philistines’, and ‘distortionists’; and 
he called for a halt to ‘excesses’. His appearance in the role of 
the protector of the muzhik took the Politbureau and the Central 
Committee by surprise. He had not consulted them. He had 
made his appeal to the peasantry over the heads, as it were, of 
the men who had merely been his accomplices and whom he 
now made to appear as the main culprits.^ Even the meek 

* J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism^ pp. 326-31. 

* The statement on 'Dizziness with Success* seemed to appeal to the familiar 
popular belief about the 'good’ ruler and his 'bad’ advisers. Whether the appeal 
was effective is another question. The comment of an old Ukrainian peasant, 
questioned by the author, was roughly this: 'Things were very bad in our collective 
farm, but have been easier since Stalin got over his dizziness from success.’ 
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Central Committee of those days protested against being used 
in this way as the lightning conductor for popular anger. Stalin 
then issued another statement saying that his call for a halt to 
violence represented not his personal view but the attitude of 
the whole Central Committee.* 

Whatever the truth of the matter, he put a powerful brake 
on the collectivist drive. In the next three years only lo per cent, 
more of all farms were pooled, so that by the end of the five-year 
plan six-tenths of all holdings were collectivized. The char- 
acter, too, of the collective farm was altered. At first nearly all 
the farmers’ belongings were declared collective property; and 
the members of the collectives were to receive for their labour 
no more than workmen’s wages. In the early and middle 
thirties a whole series of ‘Stalin reforms’ made important con- 
cessions to the peasants’ individualism. The kolkhoz was to be 
a co-operative {artel) ^ not a commune. Its members shared in 
the farm’s profits. They were allowed to own privately small 
plots of land, poultry, and some cattle. In the course of time 
a new social differentiation developed: there were ‘well-to-do’ 
and poor kolkhozes and ‘well-to-do’ and poor members in each 
kolkhoz^ Authority came to favour the ‘prosperous kolkhozes\ 
Stalin ordered the winding up of most state-owned farms 
{Sovkhozes) and made a gift to the collective farms of more than 
forty million acres of their land.* Thus a new, though not 
very firm, balance between private and collective interests was 
created, which enabled the Government to collectivize more 
slowly than at first nearly all the holdings without provoking 
bitter resistance. The costly and bloody lesson of 1929 and 1930 
was not entirely wasted. In the late thirties the new social 
structure of rural Russia achieved a measure of consolidation, 
despite all the shakiness of its foundations at the beginning of 
the decade. 

The ups and downs of the industrial revolution were not less 
abrupt and violent. In 1930, it will be remembered, Stalin 
demanded that the output of iron and coal be increased by 
nearly half within the year. The actual increase was, as he 
himself admitted next year, only 6-10 per cent.^ The slow 

' Ibid., p. 329. 

- Professor F. Koshelev, Stalinskii Ustav-Osnovnoi Zakon Kolkhoznoi p. 28. 

^ J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism, p. 359. 
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progress of mining hampered the manufacturing and engineer- 
ing industries. Stalin tenaciously pressed on with the develop- 
ment of new gigantic and modern iron- and coal-mines in the 
Urals and in Siberia, paying little or no heed to obstacles. ‘In 
Magnitogorsk I was precipitated into a battle’, wrote an Ameri- 
can eyewitness and participant. ‘I was deployed on the iron 
and steel front. Tens of thousands of people were enduring the 
most intense hardships in order to build blast furnaces, and 
many of them did it willingly, with boundless enthusiasm, which 
infected me from the day of my arrival.’ ‘I would wager’ [the 
writer concludes] ‘that Russia’s battle of ferrous metallurgy 
alone involved more casualties than the battle of the Marne.’* 
Immense as was the waste of human life, energy, and of 
materials, the achievement, too, was enormous. True, the 
targets of the first five-year plan were not attained;^ and never 
again, except in the years of the war against Hitler, did Stalin 
demand from industry exertions like those to which he had 
spurred it at first. In the second five-year plan the annual 
rate of increase in industrial output was 13-14 per cent.; and 
it was under that more modest plan, in the years 1932-7, that 
the progress in industrialization was actually consolidated.^ 


Only an absolute ruler, himself ruled neither by nerves nor 
by sentiments, could persist in this staggering enterprise in the 
face of so many adversities. There is something almost incom- 
prehensible in the mask of unruffled calmness which Stalin 
showed in those years. Behind that mask there must have been 
tension and anguish. But only once did he seem to have been 
on the point of breakdown. Throughout 1932 adversities and 
frustrations piled up one upon another; and he sulked in his 
tent. His popularity was at its nadir. He watched tensely the 
waves of discontent rising and beating against the walls of the 
Kremlin. He could not fail to catch gleams of hope mixed 
with anxiety in the eyes of his defeated opponents, Bukharin, 
Rykov, Tomsky, Zinoviev, and Kamenev, whose hands were 

’ John Scott, Behind the Uralsy p. 9. 

* When Stalin drew up the balance of the first five-year plan, in January 1933, 
he claimed that only 937 per cent, of the plan had been fulfilled. Even this was ^ 
probably an exaggeration. See his Problems of Leninism^ pp. 398-402. ^ 

^ Ibid., p. 406. ^ 
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Stayed only by the perils threatening Bolshevism, in all its shades 
and factions. The old division between the right and the left 
^ wings of the party had almost gone, giving place to a common 
longing for change, which began to affect even some of Stalin’s 
hard-bitten followers. Memoranda about the need to depose 
him circulated in his immediate entourage. They were signed 
by Syrtsov and Lominadze, two men who had helped him in 
defeating the Trotskyists and the Bukharinists — Syrtsov had 
even replaced Rykov as Premier of the Russian Soviet Socialist 
Republic.* A similar memorandum was signed by Riutin, chief 
of propaganda, and others. These men were charged with con- 
spiracy and imprisoned. Strictly speaking, they had not en- 
gaged in any plot. They merely urged the members of the 
Central Committee to depose Stalin in a constitutional manner; 
and, nominally, Stalin never questioned the constitutional right 
of the Central Committee to depose its General Secretary. The 
Ukraine, too, was seething with despair and hidden opposition. 
One of Stalin’s confidants, Postyshev, went there to purge the 
Ukrainian Government which had supposedly consisted of 
devoted Stalinists. The purge led to the suicide of Skrypnik, 
the Ukrainian Commissar of Education, a veteran Bolshevik. 

As a climax to these developments, tragedy visited the dicta- 
tor’s own home. His own wife, Nadia Alliluyeva, the daughter 
of the workman Alliluyev, hitherto blindly devoted to her much 
older husband, began to doubt the wisdom and rightness of his 
policy. One evening, in November 1932, Stalin and his wife 
were on a visit at Voroshilov’s home. Other members of the 
Politbureau were there too, discussing matters of policy. Nadia 
Alliluyeva spoke her mind about the famine and discontent in 
the country and about the moral ravages which the Terror had 
wrought on the party. Stalin’s nerves were already strained to 
the utmost. In the presence of his friends he burst out against 
his wife in a flood of vulgar abuse. Nadia Alliluyeva left 
Voroshilov’s house. The same evening she committed suicide.^ 

The newspapers spoke about sudden and premature death [says 
V. Serge, a French ex-communist writer, who spent those years in 
Russia] . The story told by the initiated was that the young woman 

* Syrtsov was the head of the Government of the Russian republic, as distinct 
from the Government of the U.S.S.R. That had, since Rykov’s dismissal, been 
headed by Molotov. * A. Barmine, Om who Survived, p. 264. 

M 
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suffered because of the famine and the terror, because of her own 
comfortable life in the Kremlin and the sight of the pictures of the 
General Secretary covering whole buildings on the public squares. 

She was worn down by fits of melancholy. . . . 

There was the man of steel, as he had called himself, . . . face 
to face with that corpse. It was about that time that he rose one day 
at the Politbureau to tender his resignation to his colleagues. ‘Maybe 
I have, indeed, become an obstacle to the party’s unity. If so, com- 
rades, I am ready to efface myself. . . .’ The members of the Polit- 
bureau — the body had already been purged of its right wing — 
glanced at one another in embarrassment. Which of them would 
take it upon himself to answer : ‘Yes, old man, that’s that. You ought 
to leave. There is nothing better for you to do.* Which one? The 
man who would have said such a thing, without being backed 
by the others, would have risked a lot. Nobody stirred. ... At last 
Molotov said; ‘Stop it, stop it. You have got the party’s confi- 
dence. . . .’ The incident was closed.* 

This seems to have been the only instance in which Stalin’s 
self-reliance broke down for a moment. A few weeks later, 
in January 1934, after months of sullen silence, he again ^ 
addressed a plenary session of the Central Committee. His ‘ 
speech, though still apologetic in tone, testified to his regained 
confidence: ‘The party whipped up the country and spurred 
it onwards. . . . We had to spur on the country. ... It was a 
hundred years behind and faced with mortal danger. . . He 
virtually admitted that the first five-year plan had not been 
fulfilled, but explained this on the ground that industry had 
had to switch over to the production of munitions, because of 
the threat of war in the Far East. These were the days of the 
Japanese conquest of Manchuria. It is doubtful whether Stalin , 
himself had thought the danger of a Japanese attack on Russia 
so imminent as to call for a drastic remaking of economic plans. 
Now, at any rate, just on the eve of Hitler’s coming to power, 
he assured the country that the danger was over and that there 
was no need for the exacting tempo of industrialization any 
longer. The task before Russia within the next two or three 
years was to consolidate her gains and to master industrial 
technique. 

A few days later he was again on the platform, describing 

* V. Serge, Portrait de Stalint, pp. 94-5. ^ 

* J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism, pp. 404-6. 
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the dangers with which the situation in the country-side was 
^ fraught. He startled the party by saying that the collective 
farms might become even more dangerous to the regime than 
private farming. In the old days the peasantry was scattered 
and slow to move; it lacked the capacity for political organiza- 
tion. Since the collectivization the peasants were organized 
into compact bodies which might support the Soviets but might 
also turn against them more effectively than the individual 
farmers could. To secure the party’s close control over them, 
the rural Political Departments were established.* Parallel with 
these measures another amazing job was tackled. A year later 
Stalin reported to the seventeenth congress that two million 
muzhiks who had never handled a machine had in the mean- 
time been trained to be drivers; that almost as many men and 
women had been trained in the administration of collective 
farms ; and that 1 1 1 ,000 engineers and agronomists had been 
dispatched to the country-side. The number of illiterate people 
had dwindled to a mere lo per cent.^ This so-called cultural 
F revolution was also carried through in feverish haste; and 
consequently it was extremely superficial. But it did mark the 
beginning of a momentous transformation in the outlook and 
habits of the nation. 


The description of Stalin’s role in the second revolution would 
be incomplete without a mention of the new social policy which 
he inspired perhaps more directly than any other part of the 
‘great change’. It is in this field that the lights and the shadows 
of his policies contrasted most sharply. At the end of 1929 he 
initiated a new labour policy in terms so obscure and vague that 
their significance was almost entirely missed.^ Under the N.E.P. 
labour policy had been characterized by a very high degree of 
laisser faire : workers had been free to choose their Jobs, even 
though the scourge of unemployment made that freedom half- 
illusory; managers had been more or less free to hire and fire 
their men. But rapid industrialization at once created an acute 
shortage of labour, and that meant the end of laisser faire. This 

* Ibid., pp. 431-5. 

* Ibid., p. 484. In actual fact illiteracy was still widespread. 

^ Ibid., pp. 304-5 and 360-1. 
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was, in Stalin’s words, the ‘end of spontaneity’ on the labour 
market, the beginning of what, in English-speaking countries, 
was later called direction of labour. The forms of direction 
were manifold. Industrial businesses signed contracts with 
collective farms, by which the latter were obliged to send 
specified numbers of men and women to factories in the towns. 
This was the basic method- It is an open question whether the 
term ‘forced labour’ can fairly be applied to it. Compulsion 
was used very severely in the initial phase of the process, when 
members of collective farms, declared redundant and deprived 
of membership, were placed in a position not unlike that of 
the unemployed man whom economic necessity drives to hire 
himself as a factory hand. Once in town, the proletarianized 
peasant was free to change his job. Stalin aimed at securing 
by decree the reserve of manpower for industry which in most 
countries had been created by the chronic and spontaneous 
flight of impoverished peasants to the towns. 

Forced labour, in the strict sense, was imposed on peasants 
who had resorted to violence in resisting collectivization. They 
were treated like criminals and were subject to imprisonment. 
Here history played one of its malignant and gloomy jokes. 
Soviet penitentiary reforms of earlier years, inspired by humani- 
tarian motives, viewed the imprisonment of criminals as a means 
to their re-education, not punishment. They provided for the 
employment of criminals in useful work. The criminals were 
to be under the protection of trade unions; and their work was 
to be paid at trade-union rates. As the number of rebellious 
peasants grew, they were organized in mammoth labour camps 
and employed in the building of canals and railways, in timber 
felling, and so on. Amid the famine and misery of the early 
thirties the provisions for their protection were completely disre- 
garded. ‘Re-education’ degenerated into slave labour, terribly 
wasteful of human life, a vast black spot on the picture of the 
second revolution. 

When Stalin then claimed that in Soviet Russia labour ‘had 
from a disgraceful and painful burden been transformed . . . 
into a matter of glory, valour and heroism’, his words sounded 
like mockery to the inmates of the labour camps. They did not 
sound so to those more fortunate workers to whom industrializa- 
tion spelt social advance. Industrial labour and technical 
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efficiency were surrounded by unusual glamour, which made 
^ them attractive to the young generation. Press, theatre, film, 
and radio extolled the ‘heroes of the production front’, the way 
famous soldiers or film-stars were exalted in other countries. 
The doors of technical schools of all grades opened to workers 
from the bench ; and such schools multiplied with extraordinary 
rapidity. ‘We ourselves’, Stalin urged the Bolsheviks, ‘must 
become experts, masters at our business.’* ‘No ruling class has 
managed without its own intelligentsia.’^ Throughout the 
thirties the ranks of that new intelligentsia swelled, until Stalin 
spoke of it as of a social group equal, or rather superior, in status 
to the workers and the peasants, the two basic classes of Soviet 
society. The cultural and political qualities of the new intelli- 
gentsia were very different from those of the old one, which had 
kindled the flame of revolution under the Tsars and guided the 
workers’ and peasants’ republic in its early days* The new 
intelligentsia was brought up to spurn political ambition. It 
lacked the intellectual subtlety and the aesthetic refinement of 
' its predecessors. Its curiosity about world affairs was damped or 
not awakened at all; it had no real sense of any community of 
fate between Russia and the rest of the world. Its chief interest 
was in machines and technical discoveries, in bold projects for 
the development of backward provinces, in administrative jobs, 
and in the arts of business management. In all these fields, too, 
it showed a crudeness which sometimes made it the laughing- 
stock of foreign experts. But it combined that crudeness with 
an extraordinary eagerness to learn, with great shrewdness and 
receptiveness of mind, the characteristics of pioneers. This was, 
indeed, the generation of Stalin’s ‘frontier men’. 

At the same time the old intelligentsia suffered degradation. 
Stalin distrusted its critical mind and the cosmopolitan or inter- 
nationalist outlook of many of its members. Old technicians 
and administrators viewed his projects with cool scepticism and 
even open hostility. Some sided with the one or the other 
opposition. A few persisted in an attitude of defeatism which 
led them to obstruct or even to sabotage the economic plans. 
At first Stalin displayed towards the technicians and admini- 
strators of the older generation the exaggerated respect which 
is often so characteristic of proletarian new-comers to the busi- 
‘ J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism, p. 354. * Ibid., p. 369. 
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ness of government. Then, as his self-confidence grew and as 
he involved himself in clashes with economists and admini- . 
strators, who were too strongly attached to their inert routine 
or too sober and realistic to keep pace with the industrial revolu- 
tion, Stalin’s respectful attitude towards them changed into its 
opposite. He scorned them and humiliated them. He used the 
offences or crimes of a few to surround them all with intense 
suspicion. A few demonstrative trials of ‘wreckers’ and ‘sabo- 
teurs’, at which scientists and academicians like Professor 
Ramzin and his associates were put in the dock, sufficed to 
make workmen and foremen look distrustfully upon their 
managers and technicians. The results were disastrous for 
industry. Moreover, the training of the new intelligentsia was 
dependent on the willing co-operation of the old one. In the 
end Stalin himself had to protect the members of the latter. 
His speeches on the subject bristled with contradictions which 
reflected his own phobias, vacillations, and belated attempts at 
retrieving the situation. 

Perhaps the most important aspect of his social policy was his ^ 
fight against the equalitarian trends. He insisted on the need 
for a highly differentiated scale of material rewards for labour, 
designed to encourage skill and efficiency.* He claimed that 
Marxists were no levellers in the popular sense; and he found 
support for his thesis in Marx’s well-known saying that even in 
a classless society workers would at first be paid according to 
their labour and not to their needs. Nevertheless, a strong 
strand of equalitarianism had run through Bolshevism. Under 
Lenin, for instance, the maximum income which members of 
the ruling party, even those of the highest rank, were allowed 
to earn equalled the wages of a skilled labourer. That the needs 
of industrialization clashed with ‘ascetic’ standards of living 
and that the acquisition of industrial skill was impeded by the 
lack of material incentives to technicians, administrators, and 
workers can hardly be disputed. But it is equally true that, 

' Stalin initiated that policy in his famous speech on the *six conditions* for 
industrialization (23 June 1931). After that he emphatically reasserted it in almost 
every one of his speeches. At the seventeenth congress, in 1934, he decried the 
equalization of wages and salaries as a ^reactionary, petty-bourgeois absurdity 
worthy of a primitive sect of ascetics but not of a Socialist society organized on 
Marxian lines'. Only 'leftist blockheads . . . idealize the poor as the eternal bulwark 
of Bolshevism’ {Problems of Leninism^ p. 502). 
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throughout the thirties, the differentiation of wages and salaries 
was pushed to extremes, incompatible with the spirit, if not the 
^ letter, of Marxism. A wide gulf came to separate the vast mass 
of unskilled and underpaid workmen from the privileged ‘labour 
aristocracy’ and bureaucracy, a gulf which may be said to have 
impeded the cultural and industrial progress of the nation as a 
whole, as much as the earlier rigidly equalitarian outlook had 
done. 

It was mainly in connexion with Stalin’s social policy that 
his opponents, especially the exiled Trotsky, denounced him as 
the leader of a new privileged caste. He indeed fostered the 
inequality of incomes with great determination. On this point 
his mind had been set long before the ‘great change’. As early 
as 1925 he enigmatically warned the fourteenth congress: 
‘We must not play with the phrase about equality. This is 
playing with fire.’* In later years he spoke against the ‘levellers* 
with a rancour and venom which suggested that in doing so he 
defended the most sensitive and vulnerable facet of his policy. 
^ It was so sensitive because the highly paid and privileged 
managerial groups came to be the props of Stalin’s regime. They 
had a vested interest in it. Stalin himself felt that his personal 
rule was the more secure the more solidly it rested on a rigid 
hierarchy of interest and influence. The point was also so 
vulnerable because no undertaking is as difficult and risky as 
the setting up of a new hierarchy on ground that has just been 
broken up by the mighty ploughs of social revolution. The 
revolution stirs the people’s dormant longings for equality. 
The most critical moment in its development is that at which 
the leaders feel that they cannot satisfy that longing and proceed 
^ to quell it.^ They get on with the job which some of their 
opponents call the betrayal of the revolution. But their con- 
science is so uneasy and their nerves are so strained by the 
ambiguity of their role that the worst outbursts of their temper 

* J. Stalin, Sochmenyay vol. vii, p. 376. 

* ‘The basis of bureaucratic rule is the poverty of society in objects of con- 
sumption, with the resulting struggle of each against all. When there is enough 
goods in a store the purchasers can come whenever they want to. When there is 
little goods the purchasers are compelled to stand in line. When the lines are very 
long, it is necessary to appoint a policeman to keep order. Such is the starting- 
point of the power of the Soviet bureaucracy. It “knows” who is to get something 
and who has to wait’ (L. Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed^ p. no). 



340 STALIN: A POLITICAL BIOGRAPHY 

are directed against the victims of that ‘betrayal’. Hence the 
extraordinary vehemence with which a Cromwell, a Robes- 
pierre, or a Stalin, each hit out against the levellers of his time. 


It was only in the late thirties that the fruits of the second 
revolution began to mature. Towards the end of the decade 
Russia’s industrial power was catching up with Germany’s. 
Her efficiency and capacity for organization were still incom- 
parably lower. So was the standard of living of her people. 
But the aggregate output of her mines, basic plants, and factories 
approached the level which the most efficient and disciplined 
of all continental nations, assisted by foreign capital, had 
reached only after three-quarters of a century of intensive 
industrialization. The other continental nations, to whom only 
a few years before Russians still looked up, were now left 
far behind.* The industrial revolution spread from central and 
western Russia to the remote wilderness of Soviet Asia. The 
collectivization of farming, too, began to yield positive results. ^ 
Towards the end of the decade the grain crops were thirty or 
forty million tons higher than those that had been obtained 
under individual farming. Industry was at last able to supply 
tractors, harvester combines, and other implements in such 
numbers that Soviet farming achieved the highest degree of 
mechanization. The outside world was more or less unaware 
of the great change and the shift in the international balance 
of power which it implied. Spectacular failures of the first five- 

' A detailed description of the achievements of the planned economy can hardly 
have its place in Stalin’s biography. Only a brief statistical summary can be given 
here, in which the strength of Russian industry in 1928-9 is compared with that 
of 1937-8, i.c. towards the end of the second and the beginning of the third five- 
year plan. In the course of that decade the output of electricity per annum rose 
from 6 to 40 billion kwh., of coal from 30 to 133 million tons, of oil from ii to 32 
million tons, of steel from 4 to 18 miliion tons, of motor-cars from 1,400 to 21 1,000. 
The value of the annual output of machine-tools rose from 3 billion to 33 billion 
roubles (in 'stable prices’). (In 1941 the total output of the Soviet machine- 
building industry was 50 times higher than in 1913.) Between 1928 and 1937 the 
number of workers and employees rose from 1 1*5 million to 27 million. Before the 
revolution the number of doctors was 20,000; it was 105,000 in 1937. The number 
of hospital beds rose from 175,000 to 618,000. In 1914, 8 million people attended 
schools of all grades; in 1928, 12 million; and in 1938, 3i'5 million. In 1913, 

1 12,000 people studied at university colleges; in 1939, 620,000. Before the revolu- 
tion public libraries possessed 640 books per 10,000 inhabitants; in 1939, 8,610 ^ 
{Strany Mira^ statistical yearbook for 1946). 
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year plan induced foreign observers to take a highly sceptical 
view of the results of the second and the third. The macabre 
series of ‘purge’ trials suggested economic and political weak- 
ness. The elements of weakness were undoubtedly there; and 
they were even greater than may appear when the scene is 
viewed in retrospect from the vantage point of the late forties. 
But the elements of strength were also incomparably greater 
than they were thought to be in the late thirties. 

The achievement was remarkable, even if measured only by 
the yard-stick of Russian national aspirations. On a different 
scale, it laid the foundations for Russia’s new power just as 
Cromwell’s Navigation Act had once laid the foundation for 
British naval supremacy. Those who still view the political 
fortunes of countries in terms of national ambitions and prestige 
cannot but accord to Stalin the foremost place among all those 
rulers who, through the ages, were engaged in building up 
Russia’s power. Actuated by such motives even many of the 
Russian White emigres began to hail Stalin as a national hero. 
But the significance of the second revolution lay not only and 
not even mainly in what it meant to Russia. To the world it 
was important as the first truly gigantic experiment in planned 
economy, the first instance in which a government undertook 
to plan and regulate the whole economic life of its country and 
to direct its nationalized industrial resources towards a uniquely 
rapid multiplication of the nation’s wealth. True enough 
Stalin was not the originator of the idea. He borrowed so much 
from Marxist thinkers and economists, including his rivals, 
that often he might well be charged with outright plagiarism. 
He was, nevertheless, the first to make of the abstract idea the 
practical business of government. It is also true that an impor- 
tant beginning in practical planning had been made by the 
German Government and General Staff in the First World 
War; and that Lenin had often referred to that precedent as 
to a pointer to future experiments.’ What was new in Stalin’s 
planning was the fact that it was initiated not merely as a war- 
time expedient, but as the normal pattern of economic life in 
peace. Hitherto governments had engaged in planning as long 
as they had needed implements of war. Under Stalin’s five- 
year plans, too, guns, tanks, and planes were produced in great 
‘ Tfie Essentials of Lenin, vol. ii, pp. 90-3, 104* 

M* 
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profusion; but the chief merit of these plans was not that they 
enabled Russia to arm herself, but that they enabled her to 
modernize and transform society. 

We have seen the follies and the cruelties that attended 
Stalin’s ‘great change’. They inevitably recall those of Eng- 
land’s industrial revolution, as Karl Marx has described them 
in Das KapitaL The analogies are as numerous as they are 
striking. In the closing chapter of the first volume of his work, 
Marx depicts the ‘primitive accumulation’ of capital (or the 
‘previous accumulation’, as Adam Smith called it), the first 
violent processes by which one social class accumulated in its 
hands the means of production, while other classes were being 
deprived of their land and means of livelihood and reduced to 
the status of wage-earners. The process which, in the thirties, 
took place in Russia might be called the ‘primitive accumu- 
lation’ of socialism in one country. Marx described the 
‘enclosures’ and ‘clearings’ by which the landlords and manu- 
facturers of England expropriated the yeomanry, the ‘class of 
independent peasants’.* A parallel to those enclosures is found 
in a Soviet law, on which Stalin reported to the sixteenth 
congress, a law which allowed the collective farms to ‘enclose’ 
or ‘round off’ their land so that it should comprise a continuous 
area. In this way the individual farmers were either compelled 
to join the collective farms or were virtually expropriated.^ 
Marx recalls ‘the bloody discipline’ by which the free peasants 
of England were made into wage-labourers, ‘the disgraceful 
action of the state which employed the police to accelerate the 
accumulation of capital by increasing the degree of exploita- 
tion of labour’.^ His words might apply to many of the practices 
introduced by Stalin. Marx sums up his picture of the English 
industrial revolution by saying that ‘capital comes [into the 
world] dripping from head to foot, from every pore, with blood 
and dirt’. Thus also comes into the world — socialism in one 
country. 

In spite of its ‘blood and dirt*, the English industrial 

* K. Marx, Capital, vol. i, pp. 740-66. 

* The law was adopted in January 1930 (J. Stalin, Leninism, vol. ii, p. 343). K. 

Marx, op. cit., p. 761 : *Thus were the agricultural people hrst forcibly expro- 
priated from the soil, driven from their homes, turned into vagabonds, and then 
whipped, branded, tortured by laws grotesquely terrible, into the discipline neces- 
sary for the wage system.’ ^ K. Marx, op. cit., p. 766. 
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revolution — Marx did not dispute this — marked a tremendous 
progress in the history of mankind. It opened a new and not 
unhopeful epoch of civilization. Stalin’s industrial revolution 
can claim the same merit. It is argued against it that it has 
perpetrated cruelties excusable in earlier centuries but unfor- 
givable in this. This is a valid argument, but only within limits. 
Russia had been belated in her historical development. In 
England serfdom had disappeared by the end of the fourteenth 
century. Stalin’s parents were still serfs. By the standards of 
British history, the fourteenth and the twentieth centuries have, 
in a sense, met in contemporary Russia. They have met in 
Stalin. The historian cannot be seriously surprised if he finds 
in him some traits usually associated with tyrants of earlier 
centuries. Even in the most irrational and convulsive phase of 
his industrial revolution, however, Stalin could make the claim 
that his system was free from at least one major and cruel folly 
which afflicted the advanced nations of the west : ‘The capital- 
ists [these were his words spoken during the Great Depression*] 
consider it quite normal in a time of slump to destroy the 
“surplus” of commodities and burn “excess” agricultural pro- 
duce in order to keep up high prices and ensure high profits, 
while here, in the U.S.S.R., those guilty of such crimes would 
be sent to a lunatic asylum.’ 


It is easy to see how far Stalin drifted away from what had 
hitherto been the main stream of Socialist and Marxist thought. 
What his socialism had in common with the new society, as it 
had been imagined by Socialists of nearly all shades, was public 
ownership ofthe means of production and planning. It differed in 
the degradation to which it subjected some sections of the com- 
munity and also in the recrudescence of glaring social inequali- 
ties amid the poverty which the revolution inherited from the 
past. But the root difference between Stalinism and the tradi- 
tional Socialist outlook lay in their respective attitudes towards 
the role of force in the transformation of society. 

Marxism was, as it were, the illegitimate and rebellious off- 
spring of nineteenth-century liberalism. Bitterly opposed to its 
parent, it had many a feature in common with it. The prophets 

' J. Stalin, Leninism^ vol. ii, p. 36 ^. 
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odaisser faire had deprecated political force, holding that it could 
play no progressive role in social life. In opposition to liberal* 
ism, Marxists stressed those historic instances and situations in 
which — as in the English and French revolutions, the American 
War of Independence and the Civil War — ^force did assist in 
the progress of nations and classes. But they also held that the 
limits within which political force could effect changes in the 
outlook of society were narrow. They held that the fortunes of 
peoples were shaped primarily by basic economic and social 
processes; and that, compared with these, force could play only 
a subordinate role. Much as the Marxist and the Liberal ideals 
of society differed from one another, both trends shared, in 
different degrees, the optimism about the future of modern 
civilization, so characteristic of the nineteenth century. Each of 
the two trends assumed that the progress of modern society tended 
more or less spontaneously towards the attainment of its ideal. 
Marx and Engels expressed their common view in the famous 
phrase that force is the midwife of every old society pregnant with 
a new one. The midwife merely helps the baby to leave the 
mother’s womb when the time for that has come. She can do 
no more. Stalin’s view on the role of political force, reflected 
in his deeds rather than his words, oozes the atmosphere of 
twentieth-century totalitarianism. Stalin might have para- 
phrased the old Marxian aphorism: force is no longer the 
midwife — force is the mother of the new society. 



CHAPTER IX 


The Gods are Athirst 


Introduction: Bolshevism and Jacobinism.—Stalin watches Trotsky’s activities 
abroad. — Trotsky’s influence in Russia. — Two generations of Bolshevik opposi- 
tionists. — Stalin wavers between repression and Liberal gestures (1934). — The 
assassination of Kirov (December 1934) and the end of the quasi-liberal sf)cll. — 
Zinoviev’s and Kamenev’s new recantations. — Stalin sends Zhdanov to ‘purge’ 
Leningrad. — Bukharin and Radek the chief authors of the ‘Stalin Constitution* 
of 1936. — A digression on Stalin and Dostoyevsky’s Grand Inquisitor. — The out- 
look of the Politbureau. — Stalin’s literary and cultural influence. — His friendship 
with Maxim Gorky. — The ‘purge’ trials (1936-8). — The defendants and the 
charges. — Why did the defendants make their ‘confessions’? — The timing of the 
trials. — Tukhachevsky’s conspiracy. — Stalin promulgates the new Constitution 
(November 1936). — The end of the purges, in the beginning of 1939, and their 
consequences. — The assassination of Trotsky (Mexico, August 1940). 

In the middle thirties begins the most obscure chapter in Stalin’s 
career, the series of purge trials in which he destroyed nearly 
the whole Old Guard of Bolshevism. This period has often been 
compared with the closing phase of the Jacobin revolution — 
the rule of the guillotine — ^in France. In many respects the 
similarity was indeed so close that some of the chief actors of 
the drama as well as many outsiders were tempted to overlook 
the differences. In Stalin’s as in Robespierre’s ‘reign of terror’ 
there was the same macabre quality, the same black hues of 
irrational cruelty, the same mythological horror that the sight 
of a revolution devouring its own children never ceases to 
evoke. Up to a point even the sequence of events was identical. 
Robespierre first defeated the Jacobin left which was led by 
Hubert and Clootz, and he did so with the help of the Jacobin 
right led by Danton. Then he destroyed Danton and his asso- 
ciates, too, and secured for a short time the undisputed rule of 
his own Jacobin centre faction. We have seen Stalin as the 
leader of the centre faction in Bolshevism. We have seen him 
assisted at first by the Bolshevik right in defeating the left and 
then turning against the right. We have seen him finally as the 
triumphant leader of his faction in sole possession of power. 

But the differences are not less striking. The mutual slaughter 



346 STALIN: A POLITICAL BIOGRAPHY 

of the Jacobin leaders took place at an early stage of the 
revolution. The intervals between the various phases of the revo- 
lution, its climaxes and anti-climaxes, were extremely short; 
and all its phases seemed to be governed by the same blind but 
still fresh passion. Early in 1 793 the Mountain and the Gironde 
appeared to stand united against the King. Ten months later, 
on 31 October, the leaders of the Gironde ascended the scaffold. 
Then came the Feast of Reason, the climax of Jacobinism. 
Barely five months later, in March 1794, the leaders of the 
Jacobin left were beheaded. Within a fortnight the hangman 
showed Danton’s enormous head to the watching crowd of 
Parisians. Robespierre’s undivided dictatorship lasted less than 
four months, until 27 July (9 Thermidor) 1794. Against the 
spontaneous, frenzied tempo of the events human reason, self- 
discipline, and any instincts of self-preservation seemed helpless. 
Leaders and followers, factions and individuals, all seemed to 
perform their historical function, that of undoing feudal France, 
and to exhaust themselves to death in a single fit of delirium. 

The chain of events looked vastly different in the Russian 
revolution. The Bolshevik regime was nearing the close of its 
second decade without showing signs of Jacobin-like insanity. 
To be sure there was no lack of terror in the years of the civil 
war, from 1918 to 1921. But that terror was still a measure of 
war against an armed and militant counter-revolution. Its 
methods and objectives were defined by the nature of that war. 
Unlike the Jacobins, the Bolsheviks did not execute their 
Girondists. The most eminent spokesmen of Menshevism, 
Martov, Dan, Abramovich, were either allowed to leave or 
were exiled from Russia after their party had been banned. A 
handful of those who stayed behind were imprisoned, but most 
Mensheviks, reconciling themselves to defeat, loyally served in 
the Soviet administration and even on the staffs of the leading 
Bolsheviks. 

It seemed therefore natural to expect that the Russian Moun- 
tain, having spared the lives of its Girondists, would not wallow 
in the blood of its own leaders. In the early thirties the story 
was still current among Bolsheviks that at the outset of the 
struggle their leaders had taken a secret and solemn vow never 
to set the guillotine into motion against one another. Whether 
this was true or not, it is certain that Stalin did ponder over 
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the horrifying French precedent; and that for some years this 
deterred him from resorting to the most drastic means of re- 
pression, More than once he said so. This is, for instance, how 
he countered Zinoviev’s and Kamenev’s demand for reprisals 
against Trotsky: ‘We have not agreed with Zinoviev and 
Kamenev, because we have known that a policy of chopping 
off [heads] is fraught with great dangers. . . . The method of 
chopping off and blood-letting — and they did demand blood — 
is dangerous and infectious. You chop off one head to-day, 
another one to-morrow, still another one the day after — what 
in the end will be left of the party?’* The revolution of the 
twentieth century, he seemed to say, may spurn its children 
but it need not devour them. In 1929 he made up his mind to 
exile Trotsky from Russia. It was still inconceivable that 
Trotsky should be imprisoned, let alone put before the firing 
squad. It was not until several years later, after the lava of the 
revolution seemed to have cooled down completely, that the 
new eruption of terror occurred. This circumstance, no less 
than the confessions and self-condemnations of Staliri’s rivals, 
which contrasted so sharply with the proud and defiant behaviour 
of most of the Jacobin leaders in the dock, made Stalin’s purge 
trials appear even more mystifying than were Robespierre’s 
‘amalgams’. 

The French revolution was entirely spontaneous. Its parties 
and factions sprang into being in the process of the upheaval. 
They had had no fixed programmes or clear-cut ideas. They 
were part of the great flux of the revolution, from which their 
policies and slogans emerged as the movement was passing from 
phase to phase. The strength of Jacobinism was in its determina- 
tion to smash the feudal structure of France. Its weakness lay 
in its utter incapacity to give French society any new and 
positive organization. Robespierre offered France the Utopia 
of social equality based on small property, while France was 
only prepared to pass from feudal to bourgeois inequality. He 
strove to transform the whole of France into a virtuous lower 
middle-class community; and he sent his bourgeois and quasi- 
proletarian opponents to their death. France, breaking out of 
the Procrustean bed into which he tried to force her, rid herself 
of the Utopian dictator who had freed her from her feudal 
’ J. Stalin, SochinenyOf vol. vii, p. 380. 
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chains — in this way she secured her recovery and her bourgeois 
progress. The staying power of Jacobinism was so slight 
because none of its factions possessed any realistic and positive 
view of the social needs and possibilities of the nation. 

The staying power of Bolshevism was incomparably greater. 
Far from itself being part of the revolutionary flux, Lenin’s 
party entered the revolution as a closely knit body determined 
to dominate the spontaneous movement. The broad lines of 
the Bolshevik programme had crystallized long before 1917. 
Even when the tide began to ebb, the party, though it was torn 
by inner strife, still offered the nation a constructive programme 
of social development. In the course of nearly two decades its 
rational outlook protected it against the irrational urges in- 
herent in a despotism issued from revolution. For nearly two 
decades Bolshevism resisted the gods that were athirst. But 
when it succumbed to them its prostration was even more 
frightful than that of Jacobinism. 

It was more frightful but less complete. Unlike Robespierre, 
Stalin himself was not caught by the guillotine he had set in 
motion. 


Having expelled Trotsky from Russia, Stalin must have 
sighed with relief. Even in his Siberian exile Trotsky had kept 
in touch with those of his followers who had not ‘capitulated’ ; 
and left in Russia, amid all the discontents and tensions of the 
first five-year plan, he might still have inspired an effective 
opposition. Stalin had obtained the agreement of the Turkish 
Government for Trotsky’s deportation to the Turkish island of 
Prinkipo. He hoped that there, cut off from the world, Trotsky 
would be reduced to inactivity. But the exile continued to 
fight with the one weapon left to him, his pen. From Prinkipo 
he arranged for the publication of a small periodical. The 
Bulletin of the Opposition {Bulleten Oppozitsii), which he himself 
filled with his running commentary on Soviet and Communist 
policies. This inconspicuous publication, at first, exercised a 
considerable influence upon Soviet officials who travelled 
abroad, read it, and often carried it in their luggage back home to 
pass it on to friends. Stalin himself carefully studied every copy.^ 

* J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism t p. 507. 
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The paper was well informed about happenings inside Russia; 
and Trotsky was not a critic to be ignored. Quite a few 
of Stalin’s own moves may be traced to suggestions which 
were first made in the Bulletin.^ Apart from this, the Bulletin 
enlightened Stalin better than the reports of his own political 
police on the moods and hopes of the opposition. 

He was not inclined to take lightly the influence which 
Trotsky unexpectedly began to exercise from abroad. He 
remembered that Lenin’s Iskra (Spark), a sheet not more im- 
pressive than Trotsky’s Bulletin^ had once ‘kindled the flame of 
revolution’. Trotsky, it was true, now preached reform, not 
revolution. Unlike the old clandestine Bolshevik papers, his 
Bulletin probably never reached workers in Russia; but it circu- 
lated all the more freely among high officials and influential 
members of the party, many of whom had served under Trotsky 
and preserved a sentiment of loyalty towards him. Soon after 
his banishment one of the chiefs of the political police itself, 
Blumkin, during a trip abroad, visited Trotsky in Prinkipo. 
Stalin was determined to put an end to such contacts. Blumkin 
was shot, pour decourager les autres. This seems to have been the 
first instance in which a sympathizer of the opposition suffered 
capital punishment. Some time later Trotsky and his family 
were deprived of Soviet citizenship. From now on anybody who 
put himself in touch with the founder of the Red Army was liable 
to be charged with contact with a ‘foreign conspirator’. 

Nevertheless, Trotsky continued to exercise some influence 
from afar, especially during the critical years 1932-3. At the 
height of the crisis, about the time when Stalin’s wife com- 
mitted suicide, his Bulletin published a detailed survey of the 
economic situation, containing a wealth of statistical data of 
the sort that was available only to members of the Soviet 
Government.^ The anonymous article concluded: ‘In view of 
the incapacity of the present leadership to get out of the econo- 
mic and political deadlock, the conviction about the need to 
change the leadership of the party is growing.’ The author of 
the survey was I. N. Smirnov, the victor over Kolchak, an 
adherent of Trotsky who had ‘capitulated’ and was now back in 
office. Trotsky himself, protesting against being deprived of Soviet 

' This is especially true of economic policy in 1932-3. Sec, for instance, Bulleten 
Oppozitsii, no. 33, March 1933. * Ibid., no. 31, November 1932. 
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nationality, once again reminded his former colleagues of the 
advice to ‘remove Stalin’ that Lenin had given them in his will. 

The opposition in Russia stirred; but it did not move. The 
leaders who had returned from Siberia and surrendered to 
Stalin could not suppress their uneasiness over Stalin’s policies, 
but they did not and could not openly come out against them. 
Trotsky himself, sparing Stalin no criticism, vacillated in his 
practical conclusions: ‘At present’, he wrote in the autumn of 
1932,* ‘the upsetting of the bureaucratic equilibrium [that is 
of Stalin’s rule] in the U.S.S.R. would almost certainly benefit 
the forces of counter-revolution.’ This amounted to advising the 
opposition to do nothing other than abstract propaganda. On 
another occasion, however, he claimed that ‘the very near 
future will show that the left and the right oppositions have 
been neither routed nor annihilated and that, on the contrary, 
they alone have a true political existence’.^ In 1932 Zinoviev, 
Kamenev, and many others were once again expelled from the 
party and exiled to Siberia. ‘The greatest political mistake of 
my life was that I deserted Trotsky m 1927’, Zinoviev now said.^ 
Smirnov, the author of the revelations in Trotsky’s Bulletin, was 
arrested. So were Riutin, chief of propaganda, around whom 
malcontents had begun to rally, and Uglanov, secretary of the 
party in Moscow. Rykov, Tomsky, and Bukharin renounced 
those of their followers who had sought agreement with the left 
opposition, and once again denounced their own views. A few 
months later, however, in May 1933, Zinoviev and Kamenev 
were, after a new recantation, allowed to return from exile. 
‘Stalin, like Gogol’s hero, is collecting dead souls for lack of 
living ones’, Trotsky commented on the new ‘capitulations’.^ 
Y«t the repeated deportations and recantations served Stalin’s 
purpose : the deportations terrorized the opposition, the recanta- 
tions confused it. Trotsky’s irony was not, however, altogether 
groundless. Discontent was rife in the party. The number of 
members expelled in 1933-5 hundreds of thousands; 

many more were expelled from the Komsomol. What was even 
more important was that the discontent began to express itself 
in new forms. A cleavage appeared between two generations 
of the opposition, a schism between fathers and sons, which was 

* Bulleten Oppozitsii^ no. 36/7. * Ibid., no. 31. 

^ Ibid., no. 33. ♦ Ibid., no. 35. 
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not unlike the schisms in the Russian intelligentsia of the nine- 
teenth century. 

By now the old men of the opposition had long been not 
only defeated but spiritually broken. Even the indomitable 
Rakovsky, former Ukrainian Premier and Ambassador in Lon- 
don and Paris, who had held out in exile and prison longer than 
the others, surrendered and returned to Moscow in 1934. Like 
all the other penitents he, too, signed a statement containing 
as much flattery of Stalin as self-accusation. The gist of all such 
statements was that Stalin’s conduct of policy was the only 
correct one, and that any of the courses advocated by the 
oppositions would inevitably have brought disaster. The 
‘capitulators’ did not admit yet that they had striven towards a 
restoration of capitalism. Nor were admissions to that effect de- 
manded from them. The gravamen of their self-accusations was 
that their policies, if adopted, would have, against their best inten- 
tions, exposed the country to the danger of capitalist restoration. 

That they agreed to indulge in such ‘self-criticisms’ was due 
not merely to the hard blows which Stalin dealt them. The fact 
itself that they yielded proved that they were politically weary 
or else only half-hearted in their opposition. Their age alone 
would account for the weariness: most of the ‘capitulators’ had 
behind them thirty or forty years of incessant struggle, the 
greater part of it waged in the underground. Their half- 
heartedness was growing with the realization that the changes 
accomplished by Stalin, no matter what they thought of his 
methods, could not be reversed without detriment to the revolu- 
tion. For all the horror with which his methods filled them, 
they felt that they were all. Stalinists and anti-Stalinists, in the 
same boat. Self-debasement was the ransom they paid to its 
captain. Their recantations were therefore neither wholly sin- 
cere nor wholly insincere. On returning from the places of their 
exile they cultivated their old political friendships and contacts, 
but carefully refrained from any political action against Stalin. 
Almost till the middle of the thirties nearly all of them kept in 
touch with the members of his new Politbureau. Some of the 
penitents, Bukharin, Rykov, Piatakov, Radek, and others, were 
either Stalin’s personal advisers or members of the Government. 
If they had wanted to assassinate either Stalin or his close 
associates they had innumerable opportunities to do so. 
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One of Trotsky’s correspondents in Russia thus described the 
mood of these men in 1933 : ‘They all speak about Stalin’s isola- 
tion and the general hatred of him. . . . But they often add : 
“If it were not for that (we omit their strong epithet for him) . . . 
everything would have fallen into pieces by now. It is he who 

keeps everything together ” Among themselves the ‘fathers’ 

of the opposition grumbled, sighed, and talked their troubles 
off their chests. They continued to refer to Stalin as the Genghiz 
Khan of the Politbureau, the Asiatic, the new Ivan the Terrible. 
The grumblings and epithets were immediately reported to 
Stalin, who had his ears everywhere. He knew the real feel- 
ings of his humiliated opponents and the value of their public 
eulogies. But he was also confident that they would not go 
beyond violent verbal expression of their political impotence. 

The veterans of the opposition, it is true, gave themselves to 
vague hopes about the future. Perhaps after the second, per- 
haps after the third five-year plan, so they thought, prosperity 
and political contentment would come; and then the rigours 
of Stalin’s regime would not be needed or tolerated. Mean- 
while, they bided their time and curbed their younger and more 
impatient followers. Even Trotsky, who thundered at the 
‘cowardly capitulators’, wrote in March 1933: ‘Within the 
party and beyond, the slogan “Down with Stalin” is heard 
more and more widely. The reasons . . . need not be explained 
here. Nevertheless, we think the slogan to be wrong. What is 
at issue is not Stalin’s person but his faction. ... It goes without 
saying that the Bonapartist regime of a single leader, com- 
pulsorily adored by the masses, should be and will be brought 
to an end as the most shameful distortion of the idea of a revolu- 
tionary party. But we are concerned not with the expulsion of 
individuals but the change of the system.’^ Trotsky even offered 
Stalin his co-operation against the dangers of counter-revolution 
during the critical period when the regime would be liberalized. 

The waiting attitude of the veterans could not and did not 
satisfy the discontented elements among the younger men. That 
the ‘sons’ should try to react against the stifling atmosphere of 
the dictatorship with greater vehemence than the weary ‘fathers’ 
was natural and inevitable. The new generation could certainly 
not begin where the old one had left off — with nauseating 

* BtdUttn Oppozitsii^ no. 34. ^ Ibid., no. 33. 
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recantation and self-humiliation. It still looked with some 
respect to the ^grand old men’ of Bolshevism, hoping to re- 
habilitate them and to return them to power. Not only did the 
‘sons’ feel that the ‘fathers’ were superior to them in education 
and political experience, they also accepted from them their 
main idea: ‘Back to pure Leninism’, whatever that meant. It 
was in the choice of the means that they differed. The old 
Bolsheviks had in their young days been opposed to assassina- 
tions of Tsarist satraps, as practised by Narodniks and Social 
Revolutionaries; they had, as Marxists, relied upon the growth 
of a mass movement against Tsardom. They still remained true 
to that political tradition and hoped that a change in the atti- 
tude of the working classes, and not a conspiracy of individuals 
acting behind the backs of the people, would lead to a reform 
of the regime. The ‘sons’ knew no such inhibitions. They saw 
that the industrial working class now consisted mainly of raw 
peasants, just drafted from the country-side, whose political 
consciousness was very poor and whose capacity for action was 
almost nil. If reform were to be achieved through the political 
action of that working class, then the country would be con- 
demned to endure Stalin’s rule for many years. This was precisely 
the prospect to which the most ardent young oppositionists would 
not reconcile themselves. At school and in the cells of the Kom- 
somol they had learned the stories of those lonely Russian 
revolutionaries who in the nineteenth century, supported by 
almost no class of Russian society, attacked autocracy with 
bombs and revolvers. Was not Lenin’s brother among the con- 
spirators who attempted to kill Tsar Alexander III? The text- 
books surrounded those martyrs and heroes with a romantic 
halo; and so the sacred shadows of the past seemed now to 
press bomb and revolver into the hands of some impatient anti- 
Stalinist Komsomol tsy.’ 


Parallel to this cleavage in the opposition, a new dissension 
arose in the Politbureau. Its members, though they had all been 
hand-picked by Stalin and were pledged to defend the existing 
state of affairs, differed on means and methods. Some urged 


* It was for this reason that Zhdanov later demanded that the text-books should 
cease to glorify the revolutionary terrorists of the nineteenth century. 
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Stalin to give his autocracy a more Liberal tinge, while others 
advocated the strong hand. It seems that Kirov, Voroshilov, 
Rudzutak, and Kalinin were the ‘Liberals’. Voroshilov had to 
reckon with the effects of collectivization on the army’s morale. 
The commander in the Far East, General Blucher, declared that 
he would not shoulder responsibility for the defence of the 
Far Eastern frontier if collectivization was enforced on the bor- 
derlands.^ Voroshilov supported Blucher’s view before the 
Politbureau and obtained the exemption of farmers in the Far 
East from collectivization. Kirov, who had gone to Leningrad to 
suppress the Zinoviev opposition, willy-nilly became a mouth- 
piece of the restive mood that prevailed in Russia’s most 
European and most revolutionary city. He pleaded with Stalin 
for leniency towards the opposition; and in his own domain he 
did his best to restrain the political police.^ Rudzutak, vice- 
Premicr and leader of the trade unions, exercised his influence 
in the same direction. Molotov and Kaganovich were the chief 
advocates of the strong hand. 

Tlic devotion of all tliese men to Stalin was beyond doubt. 
Tlicy were the leaders of his praetorian guard. The public, who 
saw them always marching in step closely behind Stalin, had 
no idea of the tug-of-war. Stalin himself watched it calmly; he 
had nothing to fear from it. The antagonists appealed to his 
wisdom and awaited his verdict. He ga\’c his support now to 
this and now to that faction. Throughout 1934 he wavered 
between intensified repression and Liberal gestures. In the 
spring he ordered a limited amnesty for rebellious kulaks. In 
June, however, he authorized a decree which proclaimed the 
collective responsibility of every family for treason committed 
by one of its members. People who failed to denounce a dis- 
loyal relative to authority were made liable to severe punish- 
ment. A month later he abolished the G.P.U. and replaced it 
by the Commissariat of Internal Affairs. The powers of the 
political police were limited; and the Attorney-General — an 
ex- Menshevik lawyer Andrei Vyshinsky was soon to be ap- 
pointed to that post — was given the right to supervise its 
activities and to veto them if they conflicted with the law. The 
leaders of the oppositions were allow ed to address public meet- 

* E. VVoUenberg, The Red Atmy^ p. 258. 

^ A. Barminc, One Who Survived^ pp. 247-8 and 252. 
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ings and to write for the press, though not to criticize the powers 
that be. Hopes for further Liberal measures rose high. The idea 
of a constitutional reform was vented in the Politbureau; and 
the main leaders of the opposition were invited to co-operate 
on the projects for a new constitution. 

The quasi-Liberal spell was suddenly interrupted when, on 
I December 1934, a young oppositional Communist, Nikolayev, 
assassinated Sergei Kirov in Leningrad. Stalin rushed to Lenin- 
grad and personally interrogated the terrorist in the course of 
many hours. He established that the assassin had belonged to 
a small group of young Communists embittered by the oppres- 
sive atmosphere in the country and spellbound by ideas of revo- 
lutionary terrorism; that such moods were fairly widespread 
among the young; and that Nikolayev and his friends regarded 
themselves as followers of Zinoviev, with whom, however, they 
had had no direct or indirect connexion. He probably also 
found out that it was Kirov’s liberalism that enabled the terror- 
ists to gain access to his offices in the Smolny Institute, for Kirov 
had objected to being heavily guarded by the political police. 
At any rate, the political police of Leningrad had known about 
the planned attempt and had done nothing to prevent it. He 
drew the conclusion that the time for quasi-Liberal concessions 
was over.* His victory over the opposition had been far from 
complete. He had only succeeded in driving discontent from 
the surface to the depths of political life. He would now strike 
deeper and harder. 

Events now follow a pattern familiar from the history of 
Russian autocracy. Almost in every generation under the Tsars 
there was a latent tug-of-war between the gendarmes and the 
semi-Liberals in the Tsar’s entourage, corresponding to the split 
in the opposition between the moderate ‘fathers’ and the radical 
‘sons’. Even in its spells of relative mildness, autocracy was 
never liberal enough to satisfy the opposition; it was just mild 
enough to enable the revolutionaries to strike at it. The moder- 
ate ‘fathers’ tried in vain to prevail upon the radical youth to 
wait patiently until the Tsars granted further concessions. Each 
revolutionary attempt at autocracy had the same results. Among 
the ruling groups the semi-Liberals were defeated, and the 
gendarmes came to the fore. The gendarmes were not satisfied 
* Short HiiUyry of the C.P.S.U., p. 327. 
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with suppressing the revolutionaries. They held the moder- 
ate opposition responsible for the deeds of the radical youth. 
The Liberals protested and charged autocracy, which had not 
allowed open and legal opposition, with the moral responsibility 
for the ‘excesses’ of the youth. Thus, the reign of Alexander I 
abounded in semi-Liberal reforms. The Decembrist rising of 
1825 was the prelude to the reign of Nicholas I, the Iron Tsar, 
the Tsar of the gendarmes. The semi-Liberal Alexander II 
was killed by revolutionary conspirators, whom his successor 
Alexander III suppressed with a mailed fist. The policy of the 
last Tsar swayed between the two courses, tinder Stalin these 
traditional features of the political struggle in Russia were 
thrown into even sharper relief by tensions characteristic of an 
unconsolidated, post-revolutionary society. 

Nikolayev and his associates were executed. They were tried 
in camera^ under a decree issued ad hocy which denied the terror- 
ists the right of defence and appeal. Stalin would not allow 
them to use the dock as a platform from which to state their 
views and fling accusations at the rulers. He did not stop at 
that. Like the old gendarmes, who used to take the Liberal 
‘fathers’ to task for the deeds of the radical ‘sons’, he charged 
Zinoviev and Kamenev with responsibility for the assassination 
of Kirov. Their trial, too, was secret. Both denied any con- 
nexion with the assassin. Condemning the deed, they admitted 
that the young terrorists might have drawn inspiration from 
the criticisms of Stalin they had once made; but they claimed 
that, by suppressing open criticism, Stalin had driven the 
Komsomoltsy to acts of despair. Zinoviev was sentenced to ten 
and Kamenev to five years’ penal servitude. But Stalin was 
now least of all interested in keeping the two old Bolsheviks in 
prison, which would have made of them martyrs and, in a 
sense, re-established them as claimants to power. His main aim 
was to extract from them an admission of guilt, by which they 
would with their own hands destroy their halo of martyrdom. 

What followed was a grotesque process of bargaining over a 
formula of recantation, bargaining that went on between 
Stalin’s offices in the Kremlin and the prison cells of the 
Lubyanka, where Zinoviev and Kamenev were held. Stalin 
agreed publicly to exonerate the prisoners from all connexion 
with the assassins; but he demanded from them an admission 
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that they had aimed at the restoration of capitalism. This the 
prisoners refused. Then Stalin seized upon the one point which 
they had already admitted, namely, that the terrorists had 
drawn their inspiration from the opposition’s old propaganda.* 
Whether by threat or argument, he got Zinoviev to make that 
admission in public. ‘The former activity of the former opposi- 
tion could not, by the force of objective circumstances [so 
Zinoviev stated], but stimulate the degeneration of those 
criminals’, that is of Kirov’s assassins. Sincerity was mixed 
here with diplomatic evasiveness. The condemnation of the 
terroristic act was sincere; and Stalin was able to extract it 
from Zinoviev because he, too, wished to counteract the 
tendency towards terrorism. But Zinoviev took care to stress 
that he was prepared to shoulder only indirect moral responsi- 
bility — ^it was, in his words, only the ‘former activity of the 
former opposition’ that might have inspired the terroristic trend. 
The formula also implied an accusation of Stalin, for it said that 
terrorism had been bred by ‘objective circumstances’, i.e. by 
the oppressive atmosphere in the country. At this stage neither 
Zinoviev nor Kamenev was prepared to say more in self- 
accusation; and Stalin left matters at that. To the public the 
subtle qualifications by which Zinoviev hedged off his ‘ad- 
mission’ meant nothing; the admission itself mattered. The 
leaders of the opposition had moved farther down the slippery 
slope that led to the great purge trials. 

The assassination of Kirov alarmed Stalin. Had not conspira- 
tors penetrated into his own office? In the spring of 1935 nearly 
forty men of his own bodyguard were tried in camera. Two were 
executed. The rest were sentenced to various terms of penal 
servitude. No mention of that trial was made in the press.^ 
A feverish search for terrorists followed in all branches of the 
party and the Komsomol. Stalin now acted on the principle 
that it was not enough to hit his real opponents; he rooted out 
the environment that had bred them. He vented his wrath on 
Leningrad, whose genius loci had seemed to defy him for the last 

' Sec Bulleten Oppozitsii, nos. 42, 47, 52/3. The course of events can be re- 
contructed from reports in Pravda for the second half of December 1934 and 
beginning of January 1935. 

^ Most of these facts were disclosed by A. Ciliga, cx-lcadcr of the Yugoslav 
Communist party, who had met the defendants of those trials in prison. See 
Bulleten OppoziUii, no. 47. 
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ten years. He appointed Andrei Zhdanov to succeed Kirov as 
the governor of Leningrad. Zhdanov was a young, capable, 
and ruthless man, who had purged the Komsomol of devia- 
tionists and distinguished himself in arrogant attacks on Tomsky 
during the fight in the trade unions. Stalin could rely upon 
him to destroy the hornets’ nest in Leningrad. In the spring 
of 1935 of thousands of suspect Bolsheviks, Komsomoltsy, 
and their families were deported from Leningrad to northern 
Siberia. Multitudes of ‘Kirov’s assassins’, as those deportees 
were called, from other cities, too, filled prisons and concentra- 
tion camps. 

I'hc treatment of the political prisoners underwent a radical 
change. Hitherto it had not been different from that accorded 
to them in Tsarist days. Political offenders had enjoyed certain 
privileges and been allowed to engage in self-education and 
even in political propaganda. Oppositional memoranda, 
pamphlets, and periodicals had circulated half freely between 
prisons and had occasionally been smuggled abroad. Himself 
an ex-prisoner, Stalin knew well that jails and places of exile 
were the ‘universities’ of the revolutionaries. Recent events 
taught him to take no risks. From now on all political dis- 
cussion and activity in the prisons and places of exile was to 
be mercilessly suppressed; and the men of the opposition were 
by privation and hard labour to be reduced to such a miserable, 
animal-like existence that they should be incapable of the 
normal processes of thinking and of formulating their views.* 

While Stalin was thus betraying the hopes of Liberal reform, 
he still pretended that he was willing to satisfy them. He 
offered the people a diet mixed of terror and illusion. He acted 
shrewdly, for if he had fed them with terror only, they might 
have revolted in such desperation that even the most powerful 
political police might have been helpless. But popular illusions 
would not have protected a government like Stalin’s if it had 

* While trainloads of ‘Kirov’s assassins’ were moving cast and northwards from 
many corners of Russia, Stalin thus justifled his action : . these comrades did 

not always- confine themselves to criticism and passive resistance. They threatened 
to raise a revolt in the party against the Central Committee. More, they threatened 
some of us with bullets. Evidently, they reckoned on frightening us and compelling 
us to turn from the Leninist road. . . . We were obliged to handle some of these 
comrades roughly. But that cannot be helped. I must confess that I, too, had a 
hand in this. {Loud cheers and applause.)* (J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism^ p. 522.) 
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not been shielded by terror. Two months after Kirov’s assassina- 
tion, on 6 February 1935, the seventh congress of the Soviets 
passed a motion on the need for a new constitution and elected 
a commission which was to draft it. The commission, headed 
by Stalin, included men like Bukharin, Radek, Sokolnikov, as 
well as their future prosecutor Vyshinsky. In the course of the 
next year and a half the commission frequently met in Stalin’s 
presence. Bukharin and Radek were the chief authors of the 
new constitution, which they often discussed in the columns of 
Pravda and Izvestya. The constitution was to be adopted by the 
next congress of the Soviets, in November 1936, several months 
after the execution of Zinoviev and Kamenev. It was to be 
called the ‘Stalin Constitution’, ‘the most democratic in the 
world’. 


Describing the situation before and after the assassination of 
Kirov, we have referred to the traditional pattern of politics 
under Tsarist autocracy. This comparison may seem far- 
fetched, because of the gulf that separates Bolshevik from 
Tsarist Russia. Yet it was none other than Lenin who first 
hinted at the comparison. In one of his last speeches he re- 
minded his followers what happened in history to conquerors 
whose civilization was inferior to that of the conquered. The 
vanquished nation imposed its civilization upon its conquerors. 
Something similar, Lenin said, might happen in the struggles 
between social classes. The Bolsheviks had defeated the land- 
lords, the capitalists, and the Tsarist bureaucracy. Their cul- 
ture [i.e. the culture of the defeated classes]’, Lenin said, ‘is at 
a miserably low and insignificant level. Nevertheless, it is 
higher than ours. Miserable and low as it is, it is still higher 
than that of our responsible Communist administrators. * 
Lenin saw only the beginnings of the process by which 
defeated Tsarist Russia was imposing her own standards and 
methods upon victorious Bolshevism. The past took a cruel 
revenge upon a generation that was making a heroic effort to 
get away from it; and that revenge reached its climax precisely 
in the course of the second revolution. This paradox of Russian 
history became embodied in Stalin. More than anybody else 

* Tfa Ks^entials of Lenin, vol. ii, p. 789 . 
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he represented those ‘responsible Communist administrators’ 
whose ‘culture’ was still inferior to that of Russia’s old rulers, 
and whose overwhelming inclination it was therefore to imitate, 
often unknowingly, the old rulers’ customs and habits. This, 
historically inevitable, process was reflected in the changing 
expressions of Stalin’s own political physiognomy : the features 
of not one but of several great Tsars seemed to revive in the 
Georgian Bolshevik who now ruled from their Kremlin. At one 
time he showed a trait of family likeness to the Iron Tsar, 
Nicholas I. At another he looked more like Peter the Great’s 
direct descendant : was he not building industrial Russia in a 
way similar to that in which Peter the Great built his St. Peters- 
burg, on the swamps and on the bones of the builders? Again, 
in the years of the Second World War, he would assume the 
postures and imitate the gestures of Alexander I. Now, in the 
period of great purges, as he suppressed his opponents, he more 
and more resembled Ivan the Terrible raging against the boyars. 
His political police, in charge of industrial enterprises as well 
as of prisons, were not unlike the oprichnina^ that landed praetor- 
ian guard, through which Ivan had secured his ascendancy. 
In his dispute against Trotsky there might be detected faint 
echoes of the fierce controversy between Ivan and Prince 
Kurbsky, the rebellious leader of the boyars. As in the sixteenth 
century, the people of Moscow now ‘prayed in terror that the 
day may pass without execution’. In this revenge of history, 
it was not so much the recent past as the remote one that seemed 
to chase and overtake the forward-moving nation. What was 
reasserting itself was the ferocious spirit of the early, pioneering, 
empire-building Tsars rather than the later, milder, more 
‘liberal’ spirit of Tsardom in decay. The cruelty with which 
the past oppressed the present was proportionate to the deter- 
mination with which the revolution had set out to repudiate 
the past. 

Yet in Stalin the revolutionary elements, especially features 
inherited from Lenin, combined strangely with the traditional 
ones; and this combination made of him the most puzzling and 
elusive personality of his age. The past did not efface the 
revolution. It rather imprinted its own pattern on a new social 
substance. Like Cromwell as Lord Protector or Napoleon as 
Emperor, Stalin now remained the guardian and the trustee 
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of the revolution. He consolidated its national gcdns and ex- 
tended them. He ‘built socialism’; and even his opponents^ 
while denouncing his autocracy, admitted that most of his 
economic reforms were indeed essential for socialism. The 
revenge of the past thus bore not on his social programme but 
on his technique of government. It was mainly in that that the 
‘low and miserable’ tradition of Tsardom came to predominate. 

His technique of power, we know, revealed his distrustful 
attitude towards society, his pessimistic approach to it. Social- 
ism was to be built by coercion rather than persuasion. Even 
where he attempted some sort of persuasion he more readily 
resorted to propagandist stunts than to enlightening argument. 
He drew, in other words, on that wide assortment of chicanery 
and trickery by which rulers of all ages and countries had held 
their peoples in subjection. As the revolution had proclaimed 
confidence in the people, that is in the working classes, to be 
its guiding principle, and as it had denounced political decep- 
tion as serving class-oppression, the revenge of the past inevitably 
entailed a great conflict of ideas, a veritable spiritual crisis, 
which finally transformed the face of communism in this genera- 
tion. This was the epilogue to the protracted conflict between 
autho/ity, bent on moulding society exclusively from above, 
ai^ society longing for freedom of self-determination. 

The conflict was not peculiar to the Russian revolution. It 
reappears in every revolution and, indeed, in every religious 
creed. It forms the essence of the profound, gloomy, and 
passionate controversy between the Grand Inquisitor and 
Christ in Dostoyevsky’s Brothers Karamazov. Stalin, like Dosto- 
yevsky’s Grand Inquisitor, represents the Church in revolt 
against the Gospel. Christ, so argues the Grand Inquisitor, 
based His teaching on the belief in Man, in Man’s dream of 
freedom, and his proud and courageous ability to live in free- 
dom. He had, therefore, rejected Satan’s temptations and 
refused to convert Man by an appeal to the slave in him. But 
Christianity could not live up to Christ. When Christ reappears 
on earth, the Grand Inquisitor addresses Him thus: ‘We have 
corrected Thy deed and based it on Miracle, Mystery, and 
Authority. . . . And men were delighted that they were led 
again, as a herd, and that there had been lifted from their 
hearts, at last, so terrible a gift, the gift [of freedom] that had 
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brought them so much torment. Were we right in teaching 
and acting like that? Speak! Surely, indeed, we loved man- 
kind, when, realizing so humbly its impotence, we lovingly 
lightened its burden, and allowed its feeble nature even to sin, 
provided it was with our permission? Why then hast Thou 
now come to hinder us? 

T repeat to Thee [the Inquisitor goes on], this very morrow 
Thou shalt see that obedient herd which, at a mere sign from 
me, will rush to heap up hot coals against that stake at which 
I shall burn Thee for having come to hinder us. For if ever 
there was one who most of all deserved our fire it is Thou. 
To-morrow I shall burn Thee.’ In the prison cell of the Inquisi- 
tion Christ ‘approaches the old man and gently kisses him 
on his bloodless ninety-year-old lips’, as if He, Himself, had 
acquiesced in the conversion of His Church from freedom and 
respect for Man to Miracle, Mystery, and Authority. 

Many a creed has undergone the conversion ; and Bolshevism 
has not escaped it. If Stalin were ever to expound his esoteric 
philosophy, he would speak out openly of Russia’s inescapable 
need to ‘correct the deed’ of the October revolution and to 
purge it of its original belief in the proletarian, in his freedom 
and progress and solidarity. ‘Only the elect and the strong act 
on this belief, but mankind is weak and craving for bread and 
authority’, he would say, paraphrasing the Grand Inquisitor. 
He would look grimly and uneasily into the faces of the founders 
of socialism and ask them: ‘Why have you come to hinder us?’ 


He knew that the old generation of revolutionaries, though 
weary and humiliated, would, with very few exceptions, never 
be whole-heartedly converted to Miracle, Mystery, and Author- 
ity; and that it would abvays look upon him as a falsifier of 
first principles and usurper. He disbanded the Society of Old 
Bolsheviks, the Society of Former Political Prisoners, and the 
Communist Academy, the institutions in which the spirit of the 
old Bolshevism had had its last refuge. These moves indicated 
the stretch of the road he had travelled since he had begun his 
struggle against the ‘ex-Menshevik’ Trotsky in the name of the 
Old Bolshevik Guard. He now appealed to the young genera- 
tion, not, of course, to its restive spirits, but to its more timid 
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and yet very important mass which, though eager to learn and 
advance socially, knew little or nothing about the pristine ideas 
of Bolshevism, and was unwilling to be bothered about them. 
This younger generation, as far back as it could remember, had 
always seen the leaders of the various oppositions in the roles 
either of whipping-boys or of flagellants. It had been accus- 
tomed from childhood to look up to Stalin wrapped in Mystery 
and Authority. He had long ceased to be the easily accessible, 
patient, and helpful spokesman of the party secretaries, the 
Stalin of the early twenties. He could no longer be seen 
patiently listening to their grievances on the staircases of party 
offices. He now appeared in public only on very rare occasions, 
always surrounded by a large suite, the members of which, like 
courtiers, followed him at a distance, in a carefully fixed order 
of precedence. To the public he spoke rarely; and every state- 
ment of his was made to appear as a milestone in history. As 
a rule these statements, which were in the nature of an auto- 
crat’s orders, did, indeed, have a practical significance for 
people in every walk of life. The contrast between the remote- 
ness of his person and the omnipresence of his influence did 
invest his figure, especially in tlie eyes of the younger genera- 
tion, with something of that awe-inspiring quality by which 
oriental rulers used to impress their peoples. 


The suite by which he was surrounded was, of course, his 
Politbureau. It was his in every sense, for the men he had 
picked for it corresponded to his idea of what a leader should 
be. The ‘new type’ of a leader, so he wrote as early as i925» 
should be no man of letters; he should not be burdened by the 
dead weight of social democratic habits; and he should be 
feared as well as respected.* Molotov, Kaganovich, Voro- 
shilov, Kuibyshev, Kossior, Rudzutak, Mikoyan, Andreyev 
nearly all of them suited that ideal. Nearly all were practical 
administrators, devoted to their jobs. None had any knowledge 
of foreign countries; all had, like Stalin himself, been home- 
bred Bolsheviks.^ Most of them were small men raised up by 

' J. Stalin, Sochinenyay vol. vii, pp. 42-7. 

" It had been a stock argument against the leaders of the opposition, one that 
was used especially by Molotov, that they had been emigres uprooted from the 
Russian soil. Stalin dwelt on this in his interview with Emil Ludwig. 
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Stalin. But as the years went by their knowledge and experience 
grew with their responsibilities. In a sense the Politbureau was 
a unique school of government. All the affairs of the country, 
from the major diplomatic and political decisions to the minor 
troubles of provincial authorities, came up for debate before 
that body, which was in almost permanent session. The 
Politbureau had the last word in all the interminable inter- 
departmental squabbles; and Stalin had the last word in the 
Politbureau. He did not even preside over its sessions. Usually 
he listened silently to the arguments and resolved most of the 
issues by a plebeian sarcasm, a half-jovial, meaningful threat, 
or a brusque gesture of impatience. The few men who, in the 
course of many years, had to make personal decisions on 
measures to be taken in this or that industry, in this or that 
branch of agriculture, on educational matters, on the types of 
weapons that were to be introduced into the army and so forth, 
eventually accumulated so enormous a knowledge of the tech- 
nical details of a great variety of jobs as could rarely be obtained 
by administrators working in a less centralized system. No 
wonder that in the years of the Second World War foreign 
statesmen and generals were impressed by Stalin’s extra- 
ordinary grasp of the technical details of his gigantic war 
machine. But this over-centralized method of government also 
had its fatal drawbacks. It instilled a grotesque fear of initia- 
tive and responsibility in all grades of the administration; it 
reduced every official to a cog; it often brought the whole 
machine to a standstill, or, worse, by sheer force of inertia it 
made the machine move in the wrong direction whenever the 
man at the top failed to press a button in time. Thus the whole 
administrative machinery was clogged by such red tape and 
bureaucratic hypocrisy as would have given material to a great 
pleiad of satirical writers, if the satirical writers, too, had not 
been paralysed by the fear of responsibility. 

Not satisfied with dictating his will in all matters affecting 
the body politic, Stalin also aspired to be sole spiritual leader 
of his generation. He did so in part because his vanity had been 
hurt by the fact that the intellectual elite of Russia had hardly 
noticed him before he had brought them under his tutelage ; and 
that even then they had at first treated his pronouncements on 
science, philosophy, and art with some irony. Apart from this. 
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he had banished heresy from politics and economics only to 
find that the philosophical and literary journals bristled with 
heretical allusions. To venture out into Aese fields became for 
him a political necessity. Marxism had, in fact, shortened the 
distance between politics, philosophy, and literature. Stalin 
crudely over-simplified the Marxist view of their intercon- 
nexion, until he degraded science, history, and art to the point 
where they became handmaidens of his politics. Every time 
he issued a new economic and political directive, the historians, 
the philosophers, and the writers had to check carefully whether 
in their latest works they were not in conflict with the leader’s 
last word. 

The historians fared worst of all. As early as 1931 he rebuked 
them sharply in his famous ‘Letter to the Editor of Proletarskaya 
Revolutsia\ The journal, specializing in the history of the revolu- 
tion, had permitted ‘Trotskyist contraband’ in its columns. 
Recent history had to be rewritten so as to show his opponents 
in the light that suited Stalin. This was done. As the struggle 
grew fierce, the versions of history dictated from the General 
Secretariat proved to be not derogatory enough of Stalin’s 
opponents ; and one new version after another had to be com- 
posed. As, for reasons of expediency, the official attitude 
towards the more remote past was also changing, the histories 
of old Russia, too, had to be rewritten. Trotsky had exercised 
a strong influence upon literary criticism, not by his official 
authority, but as a literary critic in his own right. The whole 
Trotskyist school of literary criticism had to be uprooted. The 
philosophers had taught Marxist dialectics on the basis of 
Plekhanov’s writings, of which Lenin had, in spite of his politi- 
cal controversies with the leader of the Mensheviks, thought 
very highly. Stalin summoned the professors and lecturers of 
philosophy to his office and inveighed against their ‘rotten 
liberalism’. The dean of the philosophers, Professor Deborin, 
and many of his pupils were barred from the universities and 
the periodicals. Instances of this rule of club over pen can be 
multiplied at will. In the end literary critics, historians, and 
philosophers extolled the ‘beloved leader’ as the greatest literary 
critic, historian, and scientist of their age and of all ages. 
Disraeli once flattered Queen Victoria: ‘Your Majesty is the 
head of the literary profession’; but neither Macaulay nor 
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Carlyle was required to write in Queen Victoria’s style. Now 
that the General Secretary had been proclaimed the head of 
the literary profession it was the duty of Soviet writers ‘to write 
like Stalin*. 

What followed was a grim page in the annals of Russian 
literature: Stalin’s personal style became, as it were, Russia’s 
national style. Not only was it a daring deed for any publicist 
or essayist to compose a paragraph or two including no direct 
quotation from Stalin. The writer took great care that his own 
sentences should, in style and vocabulary, resemble as closely 
as possible the quoted text. An indescribably dull uniformity 
spread over the Russian press and most periodicals. Even the 
spoken language became ‘Stalinized’ to a fantastic extent, at 
least when people talked on ideology and politics. It was as if 
a whole nation had succumbed to a ventriloquial obsession. 

This anomaly, by which the style of the ruler became the 
ruling style of the nation, would perhaps have been less intoler- 
able if the ruler had possessed literary talent. As it was, the 
national style degenerated into a peculiar lingo characterized 
by stiff, boring repetitiveness, plebeian coarseness mixed with 
pscudo-scientific pretentiousness, and grammatical and logical 
incongruity. After his ascendancy Stalin’s style became even 
more uncouth than it had been before. The contrast between 
the great, dramatic role of the man and the dull, plodding style 
of his speech and writing, which he only now and then enlivened 
by a quotation from popular Russian satire or by a crude joke, 
is indeed astonishing. Here is a specimen of his style, chosen 
at random : 

Our Party alone [this is one of the closing passages of Stalin’s 
speech to the seventeenth congress] knows where to direct the cause ; 
and it is leading it forward successfully. To what does our Party owe 
its superiority? To the fact that it is a Marxian Party, a Leninist 
Party. It owes it to the fact that it is guided in its work by the tenets 
of Marx, Engels, and Lenin. There cannot be any doubt that as 
long as we remain true to these tenets, as long as we have this 
compass, we will achieve successes in our work. 

It is said that in some countries in the west Marxism has already 
been destroyed. It is said that it has been destroyed by the bourgeois 
nationalist trend known as fascism. That is nonsense, of course. 
Only people who are ignorant of history can say such things. 
Marxism is the scientiRc expression of the fundamental interests of 
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the working class. If Marxism is to be destroyed, the working class 
must be destroyed. And it is impossible to destroy the working class. 
More than eighty years have passed since Marxism came into the 
arena. During this time scores and hundreds of bourgeois govern- 
ments have tried to destroy Marxism. But what has been the upshot? 
Bourgeois governments have come and gone, but Marxism still goes 
on. [Stormy applause.) Moreover, Marxism has achieved complete 
victory on one sixth of the globe — has achieved it in the very country 
in which Marxism was considered to have been utterly destroyed. 
[Stormy applause.) It cannot be regarded as an accident that the 
country in which Marxism has fully triumphed is now the only 
country in the world which knows no crises and unemployment, 
whereas in all other countries, including the fascist countries, crisis 
and unemployment have been reigning for four years now. No, 
comrades, this is not an accident. [Prolonged applause.) 

Yes, comrades, our successes are due to the fact that we have 
worked and fought under the banner of Marx, Engels, and Lenin. 

Hence, the second conclusion : we must remain true to the end to 
the great banner of Marx, Engels, and Lenin. [Applause.y 

Historians will wonder how a nation which had had Tolstoy, 
Dostoyevsky, Chekhov, Plekhanov, Lenin, and Trotsky as its 
intellectual guides could have allowed the lights of its language 
and literature to be so thoroughly blacked out. They will per- 
haps draw some analogy between this phenomenon and the 
striking decline, in the years of revolution, empire, and restora- 
tion, of another literature that had given the world Rousseau, 
Voltaire, and the Encyclopaedists. In France as in Russia, an 
extraordinary exertion of spiritual energy and literary genius 
is followed by a condition of lethargy and torpor. However, 
the cultural significance of Stalinism cannot be judged merely 
by the way it ravaged letters and arts. It is the contradiction 
between Stalin’s constructive and his destructive influences that 
should be kept in mind. While he was mercilessly flattening the 
spiritual life of the intelligentsia, he also carried, as we have 
seen, the basic elements of civilization to a vast mass of un- 
civilized humanity. Under his rule Russian culture lost in 
depth but gained in breadth. The prediction may perhaps be 
ventured that this extensive spread of civilization in Russia will 
be followed by a new phase of intensive development, a phase 
from which another generation will look back with relief upon 
' J. Stalin, Problem of Leninism^ pp. 517-18. 
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the barbarous antics of the Stalinist era. It will then perhaps 
be said that Stalin’s style was peculiarly adapted to the tasks 
of a ruler himself not well educated, who had to dragoon the 
mudiiksy and a bureaucracy issuing from the muzhiks^ out of their 
anarchic poverty and darkness. 

We shall only approach the same problem from another angle 
if we say that culturally all this meant a relative eclipse of 
European Russia in favour of the backward Asiatic and semi- 
Asiatic periphery. The standards of European Russia were 
levelled down and those of the Asiatic periphery were levelled 
up. The intelligentsia of Leningrad and Moscow, who once 
distinguished themselves by their independent mind, and often 
surpassed their western European counterparts by, the earnest- 
ness and elan of their intellectual pursuits, were now forced to 
give up many of their sophisticated aspirations and to meet 
half-way their much younger and cruder brothers as they came 
flocking into the universities straight from the Kirghizian or 
Bashkirian steppes. Under a leader who had himself come from 
the border of Europe and Asia, European Russia thus became 
more than half-assimilated to Asia, while Asiatic Russia was 
achieving a considerable degree of europeanization. In part, 
this mutual assimilation was inevitable and fruitful. But only 
too often it was carried to the point where it impoverished the 
nation intellectually. Paradoxically enough, Stalin, who fos- 
tered inequality and social differentiation on the basis of a 
collectivized economy, was, in matters of the spirit and the 
intellect, a crude and tyrannical leveller, not by conscious 
design — ^in his own way he patronized science and art — but 
because of his distrust of intellectual and artistic originality: for 
in that he always scented unorthodoxy. 

Thus it came about that even Russian poetry and fiction lost 
iis old lustre. ‘Give us a Soviet Tolstoy’, official literary critics 
clamoured for years. The Soviet Tolstoy failed to appear, per- 
haps because life was too much in a flux to lend itself to epic 
artistry or perhaps because a Tolstoy is not bred in an atmo- 
sphere in which he is not free to say: ‘I cannot keep silent.’ 
The two most original poets of contemporary Russia, Yesenin 
and Mayakovsky, committed suicide. Some of the best writers 
sought refuge in silence, others were silenced. Like a reminder 
of past glories, Maxim Gorky, acclaimed as the patriarch of 
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proletarian culture and as Stalin’s close friend, lingered on 
during the first half of the thirties. The friendship between 
Stalin and Gorky was hardly a true meeting of minds. Stalin 
needed his intellectual and moral authority to be endorsed by 
somebody whose authority was commonly recognized. Gorky 
had been Lenin’s intimate friend back in the days of the under- 
ground; and Stalin thought it wise to inherit that friendship 
together with many other attributes and titles of leadership. 
Gorky, on the other hand, had more than once violently 
quarrelled with Lenin, who endured from him things he would 
never have endured from any politician. The old writer, 
emotionally attached to Bolshevism and somewhat remorseful 
because of his old attacks on Lenin, resolved not to quarrel with 
Lenin’s successor, who was, anyhow, not prepared to tolerate 
any quarrel. Occasionally Gorky tried to soften Stalin’s temper 
and gently to shield an old Bolshevik or an erratic man of 
letters. He even made an attempt at reconciling Stalin and 
Kamenev. But in the end he had to desist. He died in 1936. 
With him the great line of pre-revolutionary writers came to 
an end. 

After Gorky’s death, at the height of the purges, two poets 
were for a time most celebrated in Moscow: the Kazakh 
Djambul Djabayev and the Caucasian Lezghin Suleyman 
Stalsky. Both were the last of the oriental tribal bards, illiterate 
nonagenarians, long-bearded, picturesque, composers of folk- 
songs, belated native Homers. From their highland and steppe 
they came to Moscow to sing, to the accompaniment of their 
harps, Stalin’s praise at the Lenin Mausoleum. 

The assimilation of European to Asiatic Russia led to the 
spiritual isolation and detachment of Russia, as a whole, from 
Europe. This was only partly due to the antagonism between 
communism and capitalism — ^in the twenties, when that 
antagonism was no less strong, the Russian mind was wide 
open to progressive influences of European thought and art. 
The isolation was conditioned by the peculiar climate of the 
thirties; and it became complete during the great purges. 


After the trials and deportations which followed the assassina- 
tion of Kirov, the regime seemed to relax once again. In the 
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second half of 1935 and the first half of 1936 the successes of the 
second five-year plan and the forthcoming constitutional re- 
form had the main share of public attention. Stalin was more 
frequently seen in the limelight, all smiles, surrounded by 
Stakhanovite workers, successful kolkhoz farmers and their 
womenfolk, who were all busy thanking him for their ‘new and 
joyous life’. He appeared at popular festivals, handed out prizes 
to successful athletes, accepted bouquets of flowers from chil- 
dren, and postured in all sorts of idyllic scenes for the camera. 
Everything seemed to promise a long spell of political mildness. 
Of the former opposition chiefs Zinoviev, Kamenev, and 
Smirnov were held in the prison of Verkhne-Uralsk; but they 
hoped to be released once more. Bukharin, Radek, and Sokolnikov 
continued to rub shoulders with Stalin at the sessions of the 
constitutional commission. Bukharin was editor of Izvestya and 
Radek was the chief journalistic interpreter of the Kremlin’s 
foreign policy. Piatakov was deputy Commissar for Heavy 
Industry and its real organizer. The former Premier Rykov 
was Commissar of Posts and Telegraphs; Rakovsky, Krestinsky, 
Karakhan, Raskolnikov, Antonov-Ovseenko, Rozengolz, Yure- 
niev, Bogomolov, and many, many others who had long made 
peace with Stalin were abroad as ambassadors, special envoys, 
heads of trade missions. Even in Georgia, Stalin’s old oppo- 
nents, who had come out against him in Lenin’s lifetime, 
seemed to have been pardoned. Their chief leader Budu 
Mdivani was back in office, as vice-Premier of the Georgian 
Government. The relations between Stalin and the leaders of 
the army seemed unruffled. In 1936 the army was reorganized 
from a predominantly territorial into a standing force; the old 
pre-revolutionary discipline, complete with the old officers’ 
ranks, was reintroduced. Five of the military chiefs, Tukha- 
chevsky, Yegorov, Bliicher, Voroshilov, and Budienny, were 
appointed Marshals. 

In the lower grades of the party and the administration, how- 
ever, the purge went on unabated. Towards the end of 1935 
Pravda and Izvestya were full of stories about the discovery of 
secret opposition cells in nearly all Russian and Ukrainian 
cities. The newspapers also reported opposition among workers 
to the fostering of Stakhanovite methods : that is, to the increase 
in the intensity of factory work and to payment by results. 
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Here and there workers assaulted and even assassinated Stak- 
hanovites and smashed machines. Muzhiks, newly drafted into 
industry, often damaged or broke their tools by clumsy or child- 
like handling: impatient over a hitch the muzhik would, not 
rarely, try to knock his machine into motion with hammer or 
axe. Industrial accidents were very numerous. This was the 
‘sabotage’ by which Russian backwardness, illiteracy, and des- 
pair obstructed the forcible industrial revolution. It did not 
then occur to anybody to charge with sabotage Piatakov, for 
many years the chief organizer of industry, or any other ex- 
leader of the opposition. 

Commenting on the reports of Pravda and Izvestya about the 
never-ending expulsions of Trotskyists and Zinovievists, Trot- 
sky, then engaged in an attempt to build up a fourth inter- 
national opposed to Stalin’s third, wrote in his Bulletin: ‘It 
can be said with confidence that in spite of thirteen years of 
persecution, slander, unsurpassed in wickedness and savagery, 
in spite of capitulations and defections, more dangerous 
than persecution, the fourth international possesses already to-day 
its strongest, most numerous and most hardened branch in the 
U.S.S.R.'^ Trotsky’s assertion was in part an empty boast, for 
in the course of the seven years of his exile he had lost all 
personal contact with Russia.^ Nevertheless, Trotskyism did 
in fact remain a great potential trend of opinion inside 
Russia. Trotsky’s self-confident assertions could not but in- 
tensify Stalin’s already acute suspicion. On reading it he 
must have said to himself; nous verrons. Six months later 
Russia and the world were aghast at the trial of Zinoviev 
and Kamenev. 

This is not the place to describe the long series of trials. 
We are concerned here with Stalin’s role in them and with his 
motives. Not once did he appear personally in the courts. The 
man who was alleged to be the chief victim of so many wide- 
spread sinister conspiracies was not even called into the 
witness-box. Yet throughout the macabre spectacle one could 
feel his presence in the prompter’s box. Nay, besides being 
prompter he was the invisible author, manager, and producer 
as well. 

* Bulleten Oppozitsii, no. 48, February 1936. 

* The Case of Leon Trotsky, pp. 264-5. 
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Of the endless trials, public and secret, four were of the 
greatest importance: ‘the trial of the sixteen* (Zinoviev, Kame- 
nev, Smirnov, Mrachkovsky, and others) in August 1936; ‘the 
trial of the seventeen’ (Piatakov, Radek, Sokolnikov, Muralov, 
Serebriakov, and others) in January 1937; the secret trial of 
Marshal Tukhachevsky and a group of the highest generals of 
the Red Army in June 1937; and ‘the trial of the twenty-one’ 
(Rykov, Bukharin, Krestinsky, Rakovsky, Yagoda, and others) 
in March 1938. Among the men in the dock at these trials were 
all the members of Lenin’s Politbureau, except Stalin himself and 
Trotsky, who, however, though absent, was the chief defendant. 
Among them, moreover, were one ex-Premier, several vice- 
Premiers, two ex-chiefs of the Communist International, the 
chief of the trade unions (Tomsky, who committed suicide 
before the trial), the chief of the General Staff, the chief 
political Commissar of the Army, the Supreme Commanders of 
all important military districts, nearly all Soviet ambassadors 
in Europe and Asia, and, last but not least, the two chiefs of 
the political police: Yagoda, who had provided the ‘evidence’ 
for the trial of Zinoviev and Kamenev, and Yezhov, who had 
done the same for the trials of all the others. All were charged 
with attempting to assassinate Stalin and the other members of 
the Politbureau, to restore capitalism, to wreck the country’s 
military and economic power, and to poison or kill in any other 
way masses of Russian workers. All were charged with working 
from the earliest days of the revolution for the espionage ser- 
vices of Britain, France, Japan, and Germany, and with having 
entered into secret agreements with the Nazis by which they 
were to dismember the Soviet Union and cede vast slices of 
Soviet territory to Germany and Japan.* If these charges, which 
accumulated from trial to trial, had been true, it would be 
impossible to account for the existence and survival of the 
Soviet state. Having infiltrated the whole machinery of the 
administration to its very top, the alleged terrorists managed to 
kill only one of Stalin’s dignitaries, Kirov. In the course of the 
trials the prosecution alleged two more victims of the conspiracy : 

* See the official verbatim reports of the tr\a\s : Sudebnyi OtchetPo Delu Trotskist- 
skovo-Zi^vievskouo Terroristskovo Tsmtra (1936); Sudebnyi Otchet Po Delu Antisoviet- 
skovo Trotskistskovo Tsmtra (1937) ; and Sudebnyi Otchet Po Delu Antisovietskovo Pravo 
Trotskistskovo Bloka (1938). 
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Kuibyshev, the chief of the State Planning Commission, and 
Maxim Gorky.’ The allegations only emphasized the in- 
congruous disproportion between the all-pervading character of 
the ‘conspiracy’ and its negligible results. It was as if the whole 
p>ower of the Niagara Falls had been harnessed in order to move 
a toy boat. 

The unreal nature of all this was further underlined by the 
phantom-like behaviour of the defendants, at least of those tried 
in public. Many prominent men, all the military and many 
civilian leaders, were tried in caTnera\ many were executed 
without trial because they could not be brought to admit and 
recant crimes of which they had not been guilty. But all those 
unfortunates on whom the limelight was turned appeared in 
sackcloth and ashes, loudly confessing their sins, calling them- 
selves sons of Belial and praising de profundis the Superman whose 
feet were crushing them into dust. A horrified and stultified 
nation was made to echo in one voice the refrain: ‘Shoot the 
mad dogs!’ with which the prosecutor Vyshinsky invariably 
wound up his denunciations. The confessions of the defendants 
were the only basis for the proceedings and the verdicts. Not 
a single piece of evidence that could be verified by means of 
normal legal procedure was presented. In those few cases 
where the defendants did refer to specific circumstances of their 
alleged meetings with Trotsky abroad, circumstances that could 
be verified, the falsehood of their confessions was immediately 
plain. A hotel in Copenhagen where three defendants, Holtz- 
man, David, and Berman-Yurin, had allegedly had an appoint- 
ment with Trotsky, had ceased to exist many years before the 
date of the appointment. The authorities of an aerodrome near 
Oslo, where Piatakov claimed to have landed in a German plane 
for a meeting with Trotsky, testified that at the time indicated 
(and during several months before and after) no foreign plane 
had landed there. Trotsky and his son produced evidence, some 
of it bearing the signature of Edouard Herriot, the French 
Prime Minister of the day, known for his friendly disposition 
towards Stalin, to show that physically they could not have 

* Stalin’s chief secretary, A. Poskrebyshev, in his reminiscences (published 
in Voronezh in 1940) intimates that Gorky died a natural death. See A. Pos- 
krebyshev i B. Dvinsky, ‘Uchitel i drug chclovechcstva’ in Stalin {Sbomik Statey), 
P- * 94 - 
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been present at the places where, according to the accusation, 
they should have been present at certain dates.* 

In the light of the story of the struggle inside the party, the 
recantations of the men in the dock are far less surprising than 
they might have been otherwise. They did not come like a bolt 
from the blue. Ever since the middle twenties recantation had 
been something like a ritual habit, an accepted routine, with 
the broken men of the opposition. They had begun with the 
admission of ordinary offences against discipline and they ended 
by confessing apocalyptic sins. In between there was a wide 
gamut of gradations which they had gone through slowly, like 
sleepwalkers almost, hardly perceiving the direction of their 
movement. Each time they made a recantation, they agreed 
to confess some sin only slightly graver than the one confessed 
before. Each time they hoped, of course, that this would be the 
last sacrifice demanded of them for the sake of the party and for 
their own redemption. It is doubtful whether even at the end 
of the journey they saw clearly that what awaited them now 
was the holocaust. 

Throughout they had been oppressed by the insoluble con- 
flict between their horror of Stalin’s methods of government 
and their basic solidarity with the social regime which had 
become identified with Stalin’s rule. Yet this feeling alone 
would not have sufficed to make them behave as they did. In 
his exile Trotsky, too, wrestled with the dilemma, without 
bending his knees. They were preyed upon by their own 
scruples and remorse; but they were also terrorized by Stalin’s 
terror. The stories that they were hypnotized or given myste- 
rious drugs may be safely dismissed. But it cannot be doubted 
that they were subjected to physical and moral torture of the 
sort that is used in third-degree interrogation in Russia — and 
elsewhere. In addition, the political police, as we have seen, 
had been given the right to take the defendants’ relatives as 
hostages; these hostages did, indeed, appear in the witness-box. 
Even the most indomitable, those most ready to sacrifice their 
own persons for their cause, cannot feel that they have the right 
to sacrifice their parents or children in the same way. The 
defendants certainly hoped that their confessions would save 
their families; and they may also have had a glimmer of hope 

* The Case of Leon Trotsky, pp. iog-227. 
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to save themselves. After the assassination of Kirov, terrorists 
had been deprived by decree of the right of appeal; but, a few 
days before the opening of the trial of Zinoviev and Kamenev, 
the right of appeal was restored, as if to keep that glimmer of 
hope alive to the very end. A few of them, Radek and Rakovsky, 
were not indeed brought before the firing squad ; and one man’s 
escape from death would induce ten or twenty to hope that 
they, too, might escape. They certainly believed that their self- 
accusations were so absurd and so obviously made under duress 
as not to blot their reputations. (Similarly, in Nazi concentra- 
tion camps men were drilled by their guards to shout at them- 
selves : Ich bin ein Schweinhund or some other insult, in which no 
sane person would believe.) Thus, the pressures and motives 
that brought so many eminent men to file past Stalin with the 
terrible cry: Ave Caesar, morituri te salutant, were manifold and 
complex. 


But why did Stalin need the abominable spectacle? It has 
been suggested that he sent the men of the old guard to their 
death as scapegoats for his economic failures. There is a grain 
of truth in this, but not more. For one thing, there was a very 
marked improvement in the economic condition of the country 
in the years of the trials. He certainly had no need for so many 
scapegoats; and, if he had needed them, penal servitude would 
have been enough, as was the case in the earlier trials of the 
so-called Industrial Party and the Mensheviks. Some of the 
people convicted in those earlier trials re-emerged in the forties 
as celebrated personalities and bearers of high honours (e.g. 
Professor Ramzin). Stalin’s real and much wider motive was 
to destroy the men who represented the potentiality of alter- 
native government, perhaps not of one but of several alternative 
governments. It is, naturally enough, impossible to quote 
chapter and verse from Stalin’s own speeches and writings for 
this. It is in the whole preceding story, in the setting of the 
trials and in their consequences, that the motivation for his 
deeds is found. From the outset he had identified any attempt at 
creating an alternative government, and even the thought of this, 
with counter-revolution. The destruction of all political centres 
from which such an attempt might, in certain circumstances, 
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have emanated, was the direct and undeniable consequence of 
the trials. 

The question that must now be answered is why he set out 
to reach this objective in 1936. Considerations of domestic 
policy can hardly explain his timing. Widespread though 
popular dissatisfaction may have been, it was too amorphous 
to constitute any immediate threat to his position. The 
opposition was pulverized, downtrodden, incapable of action. 
Only some sudden shock, some convulsive disorder involving 
the whole machine of power, might have enabled it to rally its 
scattered and disheartened troops. A danger of that kind was 
just then taking shape; and it threatened from abroad. The 
first of the great trials, that of Zinoviev and Kamenev, took 
place a few months after Hitler’s army had marched into the 
Rhineland; the last, that of Bukharin and Rykov, ended to 
the accompaniment of the trumpets that announced the Nazi 
occupation of Austria. German imperialism was rearming and 
testing its strength. The diplomatic dispositions which Stalin 
made to meet that threat will be discussed in the next chapters. 
This much may be said here: he had no illusions that war could 
be altogether avoided ; and he pondered the alternative courses 
— agreement with Hitler or war against him — that were open 
to him. In 1 936 the chances of agreement looked very slender 
indeed. Western appeasement filled Stalin with forebodings. 
He suspected that the west was not only acquiescing in 
the revival of German militarism but instigating it against 
Russia. 

The prospect of a single-handed fight between Russia and 
Germany seemed grim. In the First World War the strength 
of the German military machine, involved as it was then in 
a struggle on two fronts, sufficed to deal a shattering blow to 
Russia and to sap Tsardom.* The shadow of the last Tsar must 
have more than once appeared before Stalin, as he viewed 
Hitler’s preliminaries to war. One might sketch an imaginary 
conversation between the living man and the ghost. ‘Your end 
is approaching,’ the phantom whispers; ‘exploiting the chaos 
of war, you destroyed my throne. Now the chaos of another war 

* ‘The recollection of German strength in the world war is everywhere still 
lively*, so the German Ambassador in Moscow, Count von Schulenburg, reported 
to Ribbentrop on 6 September 1939. JVazi-Soviet Relations, pp. 88-9. 
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is going to engulf you.* ‘You dethroned monarchs, you really 
learn nothing’, the living man replies. ‘Surely you were de- 
feated not by the war itself, but by the Bolshevik party. To be 
sure, we used the conditions created by war to our advantage, 
but. . . ‘Are you quite sure’, the ghost interrupts, ‘that no 
opposition is going to use a new war for its advantage? Remem- 
ber the terrible turmoil in Petersburg when the news came that 
the Germans had captured Riga? What if the Germans appear 
in Riga again, or in Kiev, in the Caucasus or at the gates of 
Moscow?’ ‘I am telling you, you had the formidable Bolshevik 
party against you, while I have exiled Trotsky and crushed all 
my other opponents.’ The phantom roars with laughter: ‘In 
1914-17 did not I keep you in Siberia and were not Lenin and 
Trotsky in exile? . . .’ 

In the supreme crisis of war, the leaders of the opposition, if 
they had been alive, might indeed have been driven to action 
by a conviction, right or wrong, that Stalin’s conduct of the 
war was incompetent and ruinous. At an earlier stage they 
might have been opposed to his deal with Hitler. Did not 
Trotsky foreshadow this sort of action against Stalin in his 
famous ‘Clemenccau thesis’? Let us imagine for a moment that 
the leaders of the opposition lived to witness the terrible defeats 
of the Red Army in 1941 and 1942, to see Hitler at the gates of 
Moscow, millions of Russian soldiers in German captivity, a 
dangerous crisis in the morale of the people such as had de- 
veloped by the autumn of 1941, when the whole future of the 
Soviets hung by a thread and Stalin’s moral authority was at its 
nadir. It is possible that they w'ould have then attempted to 
overthrow Stalin. Stalin was determined not to allow things 
to come to this. 

His charges against them were, of course, shameless inven- 
tions. But they were based on a perverted ‘psychological truth’, 
on a grotesquely brutalized and distorting anticipation of 
possible developments. His reasoning probably developed along 
the following lines : they may want to overthrow me in a crisis 
I shall charge them with having already made the attempt. 
They certainly believe themselves to be better fitted for the 
conduct of war, which is absurd. A change of government may 
weaken Russia’s fighting capacity; and if they succeed, they 
may be compelled to sign a truce with Hitler, and perhaps even 
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agree to a cession of territory as we once did at Brest iitovsk.* 
I shall accuse them of having entered already into a treacherous 
alliance with Germany (and Japan) and ceded Soviet territory 
to those states. 

No milder pretext for the slaughter of the old guard would 
have sufficed. Had they been executed merely as men opposed 
to Stalin or even as conspirators who had tried to remove him 
from power, many might still have regarded them as martyrs 
for a good cause. They had to die as traitors, as perpetrators 
of crimes beyond the reach of reason, as leaders of a monstrous 
fifth column. Only then could Stalin be sure that their execution 
would provoke no dangerous revulsion; and that, on the con- 
trary, he himself would be looked upon, especially by the young 
and uninformed generation, as the saviour of the country. It is 
not necessary to assume that he acted from sheer cruelty or lust 
for power. He may be given the dubious credit of the sincere 
conviction that what he did served the interests of the revolu- 
tion and that he alone interpreted those interests aright. 

• •••••••• 

It was inevitable that the imaginary conspiracy that haunted 
him should, amid the orgy of the purges, begin to assume flesh 
and blood. As the vicious circle of terror widened, few men of 
importance felt safe. Some of them were driven to take action 
in order to stop the horrible perpetuum mobile. Such action did 
not come from the helpless leaders of the old oppositions, but 
from men who had hitherto been beyond suspicion, whose 
spirits had not been broken in endless recantation and whose 
hands still gripped some of the levers of power. The reaction 
against the terror began in Stalin’s closest entourage soon after 
the trials of Radek, Piatakov, and Sokolnikov at the beginning 
of 1937. A conflict apparently arose between Stalin and Ordjo- 
nikidze, the old Bolshevik who had been at Stalin’s side in the 
prisons of Baku, who in 1912 had sponsored him to the Central 
Committee, who had helped him to subdue Menshevik Georgia 
ten years later, and who had then zealously co-operated with him 
in the struggle against all the oppositions. Ordjonikidze now re- 
acted against the victimization of his deputy Piatakov and many 
other industrial leaders. The conflict ended with Ordjonikidze’s 

' It was indeed by reference to Brest Litovsk that Stalin’s propagandists later 
tried to justify the Russo-German pact of 1939 (see Falsifiers of HisUnyy p. 45). 
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sudden death, the circumstances of which remain unexplained. 
Then Rudzutak, hitherto one of the chiefs of the Stalinist faction, 
vicc-Premier and leader of the trade unions, turned against Stalin. 

But the real conspiracy was begun by the leaders of the army, 
Tukhachevsky and his associates. It is not certain whether the 
semi-Liberal civilian leaders like Rudzutak and Mezhlauk 
(another vice- Premier and leader of the Stalinist faction) joined 
hands with the military. The exact circumstances of Tukha- 
chevsky’s plot and of its collapse are not known. But all non- 
Stalinist versions concur in the following: the generals did 
indeed plan a coup d'etat. This they did from their own motives, 
and on their own initiative, not in compact with any foreign 
power.* The main part of the coup was to be a palace revolt 
in the Kremlin, culminating in the assassination of Stalin. 
A decisive military operation outside the Kremlin, an assault 
on the headquarters of the G.P.U., was also prepared. Tukha- 
chevsky was the moving spirit of tlie conspiracy. A man of 
military genius, the real modernizer of the Red Army, he was 
surrounded by the glory of his victories in the civil war and was 
the favourite of the army. He was, indeed, the only man 
among all the military and civilian leaders of that time who 
showed in many respects a resemblance to the original Bona- 
parte and could have played the Russian First Consul. The 
chief p>olitical commissar of the army, Gamarnik, who later 
committed suicide, was initiated into the plot. General Yakir, 
the commander of Leningrad, was to secure the co-operation 
of his garrison. Generals Uborevich, commander of the western 
military district, Kork, commander of the Military Academy in 
Moscow, Primakov, Budienny’s deputy in the command of the 
cavalry, and a few other generals were also in the plot. On i May 
1937 Tukhachevsky stood by Stalin’s side at the Lenin Mauso- 
leum, reviewing the May Day parade. Eleven days later he was 
demoted. On 12 June the execution of Tukhachevsky and his 
friends was announced. The conspirators showed no remorse and 
made no confessions. The plot was allegedly discovered by the 
political police. Tukhachevsky was wounded while he was being 

' Among all the documents of the Nuremberg trial of the Nazi leaders not a 
single one contains as much as a hint at the alleged Nazi fifth column in the Soviet 
Government and army. Gould there be a more eloquent refutation of the purge 
trials than that amazing gap in the otherwise abundant evidence of Hitler’s 
preparations for the war? 
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arrested and then brought on a stretcher to Stalin. After a long and 
violent exchange of words with Stalin, the Marshal was carried 
back to prison. His death warrant was signed, at least nomin- 
ally, by the other four Marshals, Voroshilov, Budienny, Bliicher, 
and Yegorov — the last two were to be purged soon afterwards.* 
Even the most complete account of the trials would give only 
a very inadequate idea of their consequences. The real mass 
purges were carried out without the thunder and lightning of 
publicity, without confessions of the victims, and often without 
any trial whatsoever. Commenting on the strange assizes in 
Moscow, Trotsky wrote: ‘Stalin is like a man who wants to 
quench his thirst with salted water.’^ He sent thousands to their 
death and tens and hundreds of thousands into prisons and 
concentration camps. The very nature of his design compelled 
him to do so. He had set out to destroy the men capable of form- 
ing an alternative government. But each of tliose men had behind 
him long years of service, in the course of which he had trained 
and promoted administrators and officers and made many 
friends. Stalin could not be sure that avengers of his victims 
would not rise from the ranks of their followers. Having 
destroyed the first team of potential leaders of an alternative 
government, lie could not spare the second, the third, the 
fourth, and the ;zth teams. All the party-men who had been 
raised up by Zinoviev, Kamenev, Bukharin, Rykov ; the 
diplomats who owed their careers to Rakovsky or Sokolnikov; 
the officers in whose dossiers at the Military Academy could be 
found a favourable testimonial signed by Tukhachevsky; the 
business managers who had worked with Piatakov — all were 
dangerous, suspect, and doomed. Refugee Communists from 
Nazi Germany, from Pilsudski’s Poland, and Horthy’s Hungary, 
who had in the past been connected with the one or the other 
faction or coterie in the Bolshevik party, were automatically 
caught in the net.^ The number of the victims will perhaps 

' Official Soviet sources have given no specific account of the plot. Anti- 
Stalinist versions can be found in E. Wollenberg, The Red Army^ pp. 232-64; 
M. Borbov, *Zagovor ili Revolutsia’ in Sotsialisticheskii Vestnik, no. 10, 1947; and 
in V. G. Krivitsky, / was Stalin's Agent, ^ Bulleten Oppozitsiiy no. 64. 

^ Among the best-known foreign Communists who then perished were : Bela Kun, 
the leader of the Hungarian revolution in 1919, Remmele and Neumann, the most 
important Communist spokesmen in the Reichstag before Hitler, nearly all members 
of the Central Committee of the Polish Communist party, and many others. 
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never be known. According to some sources, in the army alone 
about 20,000 officers, 25 per cent, of the entire officers’ corps, 
were arrested and several thousands shot.' The whole structure 
of the state was shaken. 

In the middle of this earthquake, in November 1936, Stalin 
promulgated the new constitution in an address to the eighth 
congress of the Soviets.^ He drew a veil of liberal phrases and 
promises over the guillotine in the background. The new 
constitution was to replace Lenin’s electoral system, which had 
openly and frankly favoured the industrial working class, and 
give equal suffrage to all classes, including the hitherto dis- 
franchised former bourgeoisie. Indirect elections were to be 
replaced by direct, open ballot by secret. Such an advance, 
Stalin said, was possible because the structure of society had 
changed: the first phase of communism had been achieved; the 
working class was no longer a proletariat; the peasantry had 
been integrated in the Socialist economy; and the new intelli- 
gentsia was rooted in the working classes. Opposing what he 
claimed to be someone’s amendment to the draft of the con- 
stitution, he insisted that the constitution must guarantee to 
constituent republics the right to secede from the Soviet Union. 
Opposing still another amendment, which aimed at investing 
sovereignty in the President of the Republic instead of in the 
many-headed Presidium of the Supreme Soviet, Stalin warned 
his audience that a single President might become a dictator 
— the constitution should leave no such opening. He even 
insisted on the enfranchisement of the former White Guards 
and priests. But what was real in these Arabian nights of 
democracy was the constitutional ban on any opposition. 
‘Freedom for several parties’, these are Stalin’s words, . . . can 
exist only in a society in which there are antagonistic classes, 
whose interests are mutually hostile and irreconcilable. . . . 
In the U.S.S.R. there is ground for only one party.’^ 

Another enterprise on which he now embarked was the 
Short History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Unions which 

* E. Wollcnbcrg, The Red Army, p. 253- 

* J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism, pp. 540-68. ^ . ti j j 

^ The argument made little sense even from Stalin s viewpoint. He regarded 

the British Tories and Liberals or the American Republicans and Democrat u 
c'apitalist parties not representing ‘interests mutually hostile and irreconcilable . 
Thus, a two-party system could be built on the basis of a single-class interest. 
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purported to be the first accurate and doctrinally reliable work 
in this field. In it, the whole history of the party was rewritten 
in the light of the trials. All previous text-books, even those 
composed by Stalin’s closest followers, like Yaroslavsky, were 
declared to be apocryphal and withdrawn from circulation, 
since they all presented a history of the party which could not 
be squared with the latest ‘findings’. The new book, which was 
at once declared to be the Bible of the party, was written by 
Stalin’s secretaries under his personal guidance. Only its philo- 
sophical part, a crude digest of the Marxist theory of dialectics, 
was composed by Stalin himself. As the prompter of the trials 
he remained invisible to the public — he appeared before it in 
the role of philosopher, historian, and constitution maker. 


While the guillotine was in motion, it seemed to many that 
in the end Stalin, too, would be caught by it. He was destroying 
the old guard; yet he himself had been one of them. On whom 
could he rely for support once that prop of the Bolshevik regime 
was gone? ‘Stalin is nearing the completion of his tragic 
mission’, Trotsky wrote in September 1937; ‘the more it seems 
to him that he needs nobody any longer, the nearer is the hour 
when he himself will be needed by nobody. If the bureaucracy 
succeeds in changing the forms of property and if a new 
possessing class crystallizes from its ranks, the latter will find 
new leaders without a revolutionary past and more educated 
ones. Stalin will hardly hear a word of thanks for the job he 
has accomplished. The open counter-revolution will settle 
accounts with him, very probably charging him with Trotsky- 
ism.’* A few months later Trotsky made a different forecast: 
‘Stalin is preparing his “coronation” on the ruins of the 
revolution and the corpses of revolutionaries. Stalin’s Bona- 
partist coronation will coincide with his political death for the 
labour movement.’* None of these prophecies came true; and, 
as to Stalin’s ‘coronation’, it took place before and not after the 
trials. The truly astonishing aspect of the purges, astonishing 
in view of their scope and vehemence, is how little they changed 
the surface of Soviet Russia, how little the structure of the 
regime seemed, after all, to be affected by the heavy axe that 

* Bulleten Oppozitni, nos. 58-g. ^ Ibid., nos. 60 i. 
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had cut into it. After as before the trials, Russian society seemed 
to be on the one hand feverishly intent over its economic pur- 
suits and on the other languishing in a condition of moral and 
political torpor. Before and after, Stalin was hailed as the father 
of the peoples, and the beloved leader. 

Robespierre, having destroyed his opponents, appeared one 
day in the Convention to be suddenly confronted by the 
rebellion of the Thermidorians. The Convention was still full 
of that turbulent impulsiveness that had marked all its existence. 
In a body of that sort, people whom the reign of terror had 
inspired with the courage of despair, could get up, arraign the 
dictator, and bring about his downfall. In the course of the two 
decades that elapsed after 1917 all the spontaneous impulses in 
the Soviet body politic had withered away. No deliberating 
body like the Convention issued writs against the ‘enemies of 
the people’. Stalin himself pulled the wires that ran from his 
office to the headquarters of the political police, the prisons, and 
the court rooms, wires that were insulated against unforeseen 
interference. At no stage did he have to justify his deeds before 
any audience from which a cry of protest could have been raised. 
The Thermidorians were backed by a people which, in all its 
sections, was sick of terror. They publicly appealed to that 
people. The men who tried to put an end to Stalin’s rule, 
Tukhachevsky and his associates, acted behind the back of the 
people, as a small, strictly secret group of conspirators. Therein 
lay their fatal weakness. 

The deeper reason for Stalin’s triumph lay, as we have said, 
in that, unlike Robespierre, he offered his nation a positive and 
new programme of social organization which, though it spelt 
privation and suffering to many, also created undreamt-of 
openings for many others. These latter had a vested interest in 
his rule. This, in the last resort, explains why, after the slaugh- 
ter of the old guard, Stalin did not find himself left in a 
vacuum. For nearly three years his iron broom had furiously 
swept every office in state and party. Not more than a handful 
of that mass of administrators who had held office in 1 936 could 
be found there in 1938.’ The purges created numberless 

* Not a single one of the secretaries of the provincial committees of the party, 
the Obkoms, who had held office in 1936 was reappointed in 1937. Bulleten Oppozitsii, 
no. 70. 
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vacancies in every field of public activity. In the five years from 
1933 to 1938 about half a million administrators, technicians, 
economists, and men of other professions had graduated from 
the high schools, an enormous number for a country whose ^ 
educated classes had previously formed a very thin layer of 
society.* This was the new intelligentsia whose ranks filled the 
purged and emptied offices. Its members, brought up in the 
Stalinist cult from childhood, were either hostile to the men of 
the old guard or indifferent to their fate. They threw themselves 
into their work with a zeal and enthusiasm undimmed by 
recent events. Their qualifications, it is true, were very 
modest. They had almost no practical experience. The 
nation had still to pay an exorbitant price for the practical 
apprenticeship of its civil servants, industrial managers, and 
military commanders ; and that apprenticeship was to last well 
into the Second World War. 

By the beginning of 1939 the purges had come to an end. 
In March Stalin announced this to the congress of the party, 
convened after an interval of five crowded years. The statutes 
of the party were amended in a quasi-Li beral spirit. Purges, 
even in the mild form they had taken in Lenin’s day, were 
abolished. ‘Undoubtedly’, said Stalin, ‘we shall have no further 
need of resorting to the method of mass purges.’^ He mocked 
at foreigners who thought that the trials of ‘spies, assassins and 
wreckers’ had weakened the Soviet state. But he publicly asked 
himself : ‘Is it not surprising that we learned about the espionage 
and conspiratorial activities of the Trotskyist and Bukharinist 
leaders only quite recently, in 1937 and 1938, although, as the 
evidence shows, these gentry were in the service of foreign 
espionage organizations and carried on conspiratorial activities 
from the very first days of the October revolution? How could 
we have failed to notice so grave a matter? How are we to 
explain this blunder ?’3 How, indeed? By insufficient vigilance, 
he answered, and by the ‘under-estimation’ of the importance 
of the Soviet intelligence service. One of the last acts of the 
purge was the execution of Yezhov, the chief of the political 
police, the direct organizer of all the trials that had taken place 
since Yagoda’s dismissal. Yezhov’s successor was L. Berya, 

' J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism, p. 620. * Ibid., p. 625. 

’ Ibid., p. 632. 
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Stalin’s countryman and one of his biographers, hitherto the 
chief of the political police in Georgia. 

The real epilogue took place not in Russia, but in Mexico, 
where Trotsky settled down, after much wandering. In 1936, 
while Trotsky was staying in Norway, Stalin, through his 
diplomatic envoy in Oslo, exercised pressure upon the Nor- 
wegian Government in order to deprive him of asylum. The 
Norwegians were threatened with commercial boycott, a threat 
that was grave enough, since Norway’s prosperity depended on 
trade with Russia. The Norwegian Minister of Justice, Trygve 
Lie, agreed to intern Trotsky, but refused to expel or extradite 
him. Having left Norway for Mexico Trotsky continued to 
thunder at Stalin’s policies, effectively exposing the trials and 
endeavouring, without success, to breathe life into the Fourth 
International. He was harassed by repeated attempts on his 
life. All his children had died in mysterious circumstances, 
which led him to accuse Stalin as their revengeful murderer. 
Finally, on 20 August 1940, while he was engaged in writing 
an accusatory biography of Stalin, an obscure individual, 
posing as his supporter, smashed his head with an axe. Thus 
the verdict of the Moscow tribunal, which sentenced Trotsky 
to death, was carried out. Having mercilessly uprooted 
Trotskyism in Russia, Stalin now achieved his last dark triumph 
over the man himself, whose name, like Lenin’s, had stood for 
the great hopes and the great illusions of the October revolu- 
tion. The banishment of those hopes and illusions was as if 
sealed by Trotsky’s death. There was a tragic symbolism in the 
fact that the blood of Trotsky’s head spattered the sheets of 
paper on which he had written down his account of Stalin’s 
career. But in the whirlwind of that year — the summer of 
1940 — this epilogue to the Moscow trials passed almost un- 
noticed. 



CHAPTER X 


Foreign Policy and Comintern. I 

(1923-33) 


Stalin presents no strict doctrine of foreign policy. — A poetic sidelight: Alexander 
Blok’s The Scythians’. — The “revolution breaks with imperialism. — Bolshevism 
op]x>sed to the Peace of Versailles. — The Russo-German Pact of Rapallo (1922). 
Debacle of German Communism in 1923. — Stalin’s role in the Comintern. — The 
Comintern tries moderation (1925-6). — The ultra-radical turn of 1^28. — Stalin ' 
on Fascism and Nazism. — A pointer to future policy: Stalin’s secret speech (of 
1925) on Russia’s position in a new war. — He condemns ideas about a con- 
dominium of Great Powers and spheres of influence. 

To most people outside Russia the internal struggles in the 
Bolshevik party, the five-year plans, and the purges sounded 
like incoherent noises oflT, not connected with the main plots 
that were being acted on the stage of world politics. Stalin’s 
figure seemed a shadowy shape stirring on a remote periphery. 
Only when the danger of the Second World War had become 
imminent did it dawn on many that the noises off might have ' 
portended a crucial act in the drama and that the shadow in 
the background might reveal itself as one of the principal actors. 
In the year of tension that followed Munich the question was 
asked with ever-increasing urgency: ‘What is Russia going to 
do?’ or, more simply still, ‘What is Stalin’s policy?’ 

Part of the answer could be found in Stalin’s speeches and 
in the ‘theses’ and resolutions on foreign policy adopted by the 
party. But these public pronouncements were not quite satis- 
factory. As a rule Stalin’s utterances presented a jumble of dry 
and contradictory formulas, assembled according to the needs 
of the moment and the demands of orthodoxy. And the jumble 
revealed no systematic development of ideas, no distinct doc- 
trine of foreign policy. Even more inscrutable seemed to be the 
mood of the people behind him. 

A clue to that mood, to the instinctive attitudes of the Russian 
people, is hardly contained in the official records of party con- • 
ventions and Soviet congresses. It may rather be found in the 
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words of a great symbolist and poet, Alexander Blok, the author 
of the famous mystical revolutionary poem, ‘The Twelve*. In 
another poem of his, ‘The Scythians’, which was also written 
in the early days of the revolution and which made a great 
impression on the Russian intelligentsia, Blok gives a visionary 
anticipation of the attitude of Soviet Russia to the world. In 
a flash of poetical genius, he reveals the inner springs of 
national emotion with that sort of intuitive directness which is 
very rare in political formulas. 

His vision spans the remote, almost prehistoric past, the 
present, and the future; and it shows atavistic urges and new 
revolutionary impulses woven into a single historic pattern. 
The Scythians, who lived on the Russian steppes, long defended 
the Greek and Roman west against the pressure of the Huns 
from the east; but they themselves lived under the constant 
threat of invasion from the Roman west. Not until they had 
been worn down in the unequal fight against east and west did 
the Roman civilization collapse under the impact of the Huns. 
In the poet’s vision ancient Scythia and contemporary Russia 
are one. Russia, aware of her inferiority vis-a-vis the west and 
yet proud of her mission, is still the semi-barbarous, vigorous 
fringe of western civilization. She continues to fight for the 
survival of that civilization, even though the west has so far 
repaid her with hostility. The October revolution was the 
supreme act of that defence. Is the west going to respond to the 
message of the revolution or is it going to meet it with here- 
ditary enmity? On this depends the modern Scythians’ attitude 
to the world: 

There are millions of you ; of us, swarms and swarms 
and swarms. 

Try and battle against us. 

Yes, we are Scythians; yes, Asiatics, 

With slanting, greedy eyes. 

. . . Oh, old world 


Russia is a Sphinx. In joy and grief. 
And pouring with black blood, 

She peers, peers, peers at thee, 

With hatred and with love. 
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Yes, love, as only our blood can love, 

It is long since any one of you has loved. 
You have forgotten there can be such love 
That burns and destroys. 

Come to our side. From the horrors of war 
Come to our peaceful arms; 

Before it is too late, sheathe the old sword. 
Comrades, let us be brothers. 

And, if not, we have nothing to lose. 

We, too, can be perfidious if we choose ; 

And down all time you will be cursed 
By the sick humanity of an age to come. 

Before comely Europe 

Into our thickets and forests we’ll disperse, 

And then we shall turn upon you 

Our ugly Asiatic face. 


But we ourselves henceforth shall be no shield of yours. 
We ourselves henceforth will enter no battle. 

We shall look on with our narrow eyes 
When your deadly battles rage. 

Nor shall we stir when the ferocious Hun 
Rifles the pockets of the dead, 

Burns down cities, drives herds into churches 
And roasts the flesh of the white brothers. 

This is the last time — bethink thee, old world ! — 

To the fraternal feast of toil and peace. 

The last time — to the bright, fraternal feast 
The barbarian lyre now summons thee. 


‘Constantinople must remain in the hands of the Mohamme- 
dans.’ ‘We announce that the agreement on the partition of 
Persia [concluded between Great Britain and Russia in 1907] 
is torn up and annulled.’ ‘We announce that the agreement on 
the partition of Turkey [the secret Anglo-Russian pact of 1915] 
and the seizure of Armenia is torn up and annulled.’* This was 

* L. Fischer, The Soviets in World Affairs^ vol. i, p. 29. The quotations are from 
a proclamation to the ^Moslem Toilers of Russia and the East’. 
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one of the early proclamations of Soviet foreign policy, signed 
by Lenin and Stalin. The Bolsheviks had just opened the 
archives of the Tsarist diplomacy, published all secret treaties, 

^ renounced the advantages Russia had gained from them, pro- 
claimed an irrevocable break with imperialism, and a new era 
of open and honest relations between the peoples of the world. 
Only a just and democratic peace ‘without indemnities and 
annexations’ was acceptable to the revolution. Underlying that 
unique act of revolutionary idealism was the Bolsheviks’ hope 
that other nations, too, would soon establish a Socialist order 
and renounce domination over colonial peoples. The Bol- 
sheviks, no doubt, believed that in the long run their renuncia- 
tion of the conquests of the Tsarist empire would bring no real 
loss to Russia, because the material and moral advantages of an 
international Socialist order would heavily outweigh the mere- 
tricious profits that any nation might derive from the exploita- 
tion of weaker peoples. Immediately, the loss to Russia was real 
enough ; but the Bolsheviks were determined to set the example 
for the Socialists of other countries. The ‘Scythians’ called upon 
the west: ‘Before it is too late, sheathe the old sword.* 

Even through the years of civil war, intervention, and famine 
the call continued to resound. The Comintern at first embodied 

f 

the hope that the working classes of the west would, of their own 
accord, find their road to socialism. 

Very soon, however, the Soviet leaders were compelled in 
self-defence to resort to some of the conventional methods of 
diplomacy. They improvised a diplomatic doctrine which 
aimed at restoring a temporary European balance of power that 
would strengthen their position vis-a-vis the capitalist world. 
By the peace of Versailles the victors, and especially France, 
dominated the Continent. In the French system of alliances, 
Poland, Rumania, and Czechoslovakia were assigned a double 
role: they were to be the ramparts against the revolutionary 
menace from the east as well as against the pressure of any 
reviving German militarism. That system of alliances worked 
at first much more directly against Russia than against 
Germany. The Russian objective was to create a counter- 
balance to it. Soviet diplomacy achieved this by a partial 
alinement with the vanquished against the victors, with 
Germany against the Allies, especially against France. Curiously 
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enough, British and Soviet policies, for all their ideological con- 
flicts, developed in part along parallel lines. For different 
reasons, from opposite fringes of Europe, both Britain and 
Russia sought to counteract the domination of the Continent 
by a single military power. The parallelism can be found even 
in the attitudes of public opinion in the two countries towards 
the peace of Versailles. Both in Britain and Russia Versailles 
was denounced. The main arguments ofj. M. 'K.tynti's Economic 
Consequences of the Peace were expounded in the Marxist idiom 
by Soviet economists. But, unlike Britain, Bolshevik Russia was 
not encumbered by commitments to France and had a freer 
hand in playing for a balance of power. In 1922 Chicherin ^ 
signed the Russo-German treaty of Rapallo. Even before that 
Russia had achieved friendship with Turkey, another van- 
quished country. 

The Bolsheviks at first regarded their manoeuvres in the 
diplomatic field as temporary half-measures. They still ex- 
pected social upheaval in the west. The Comintern was the 
main lever of their foreign policy; diplomacy was a poor 
auxiliary. The Politbureau sternly instructed the diplomats to 
say and do nothing that might embarrass the Communist 
parties abroad. Ambassadors were as a rule instructed to dis- 
regard etiquette and to speak like revolutionary agitators; at 
the most they were to engage in ‘sober, business-like’ com- 
mercial deals with the capitalist states. 

This trend had prevailed in foreign policy some time before 
Stalin stepped to the fore as one of the triumvirs. Lenin had 
shared the direction of foreign policy with Chicherin, the Com- 
missar for Foreign Affairs, Kamenev, Trotsky, and Chicherin’s 
assistants Karakhan and Litvinov, all former emigres with a good 
knowledge of the western countries. Stalin had not been con- 
cerned with the conduct of foreign policy. It seems that the only 
time that he had been involved in a diplomatic incident was 
when Lord Curzon protested against one of his messages to 
Moslems, interpreting it as incitement of colonial peoples 
against His Majesty’s Government. His role in the Comintern, 
too, had been altogether insignificant. 

When, as one of the triumvirs, he became active in these 
fields also, he at first did nothing to alter the set course of foreign | 
policy. Russia was then reaping the first fruits of Rapallo and 
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widening the breaches in the cordon sanitaire. In 1923, 1924, and 
1925 many countries resumed diplomatic and commercial 
relations with her. Every sign of an abatement in capitalist 
hostility was received in Moscow with genuine joy. The Soviets 
were gaining breathing space. 

This hopeful development, however, demanded a new 
balance between the Soviet diplomacy and the Comintern. 
The two objectives, world revolution and normal or friendly 
relations between Russia and the capitalist countries, were 
an fond incompatible. One of them would have to be sacrificed 
or, at any rate, subordinated to the other. The choice emerged 
from the answer that events were giving to two questions: 

.‘What are the chances of world revolution?’ and ‘Is stable 
peace between the Soviets and the capitalist world possible?’ 
The dilemma did not arise suddenly. It was pressed home 
gradually by successive changes in the international situation. 
Nor did the solution take the form of a deliberate decision, 
adopted and recorded at any definite date. It was implicit in 
a series of shifts, now imperceptible and now dramatic. 

After four years of Lenin’s and Trotsky’s leadership, the 
Politbureau could not view the prospects of world revolution 
without scepticism. Its scepticism, to be sure, was qualified by 
the Marxist conviction of all its members that it was as certain 
that socialism would in due course replace capitalism as it was 
that capitalism had already replaced feudalism. But Stalin was 
not content with broad historical perspectives which seemed to 
provide no answer to burning, topical questions. The process 
by which European feudalism was abolished lasted centuries. 
How long would capitalism be able to resist? Lenin had 
counted its lease of life in the major European countries first 
in weeks, then in months, and then in years. Prudence now 
seemed to counsel counting in decades. During all that time 
the fate of the Soviets would hang in the balance. Could Bol- 
shevism hope for decades of peace? Recent successes of Soviet 
diplomacy induced Stalin to take the optimistic view. Thus 
extreme scepticism about world revolution and confidence in 
the reality of a long truce between Russia and the capitalist 
world were the twin premisses of his ‘socialism in one country’. 

^ Trotsky relates how contemptuously Stalin dismissed the 
potentialities of foreign communism. The Comintern, he 
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allegedly held, would carry out no revolution for many decades. 
Lominadze, one of Stalin’s close associates in the twenties, later 
attributed to Stalin the saying that ‘the Comintern represents 
nothing. It exists only because of our support.’* Stalin himself 
denied having made the remark. Lominadze may have re- * 
fcrred to loose talk at a session of the Politbureau. But most of 
Stalin’s public statements in the middle twenties abound in 
broad, though much more cautious, hints to similar effect.^ 
The most illuminating of these can be found in his discourse to 
the students of the Sverdlov University on 9 June 1925.^ He 
described the domestic policies that Soviet Russia would have 
to adopt ‘if she was not backed by the social revolution of the 
western proletariat within the next fifteen years’. Elaborating 
his point he then made the assumption of a peaceful isolation 
of Russia lasting twenty years, that is until 1945.'^ Nor was this 
one of several alternative premisses : it was the main premiss of 
his policy. His listeners were ardent young Communists, many 
of them sympathetic towards the left opposition, to whom the 
mere assumption of so long a hiatus in international revolution 
was shocking. The perspective of so long a peace also sounded 
incredible. The speaker had to take the mood of his audience 
into account and expound his views with caution. In his own 
mind he almost certainly reckoned with an even longer period 
of Russian isolation. 

His attitude demanded the gradual subordination of Com- 
munist policies to the needs of Soviet diplomacy. In the 
Leninist period diplomacy had been, as it were, an auxiliary 
detachment of the Comintern. That relationship was to be 
reversed* From the ‘vanguards of world revolution’ the Com- 
munist parties became, in Trotsky’s words, the more or less 
pacifist ‘frontier guards’ of Soviet Russia. From Stalin’s view- 
point it would have been utter folly to risk the substance of 
socialism in one country for the shadow of revolution abroad. 
The main thing for the Bolshevik leaders was to make up their 
minds on how much substance there was in socialism in one 

’ Bulletm OppozitsUf no. 33, 1933. 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya^ vol. vii, pp. 21, 25, 26, 52, 95-8, 123, 262. The writer 
heard the foremost European leaders of the Comintern in the early twenties, and 
Trotsky’s opponents, attributing to Stalin remarks in substance identical with those 
quoted by Lominadze and Trotsky. 

^ Ibid., pp. 126 ff. 


^ Ibid., p. 166. 
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country and whether international communism represented a 
mere shadow. Over these issues they split. To his last day 
Trotsky believed that there was more reality in international 
communism, despite all its weakness, than in socialism in one 
country, despite all its achievements. Most of the other leaders 
who vacillated between Stalin and Trotsky hesitated over this 
crucial issue. As to Stalin, this, the major premiss of his policy, 
remained unchanged throughout the period between the wars. 

The peculiar point to be considered is that he was never free 
to lay bare his main premiss. The view that the world had 
entered into the era of Socialist revolution had been the main- 
^ spring of Leninism. The need for Stalin to pay lip-service to the 
expectation of revolution was the more pressing the more he 
was involved in the fight against the left Bolsheviks, who charged 
him with abandoning the Leninist heritage. It was mainly in 
the first phases of that struggle, in 1925 and 1926, that he could 
allow himself to argue publicly from the assumption that no 
Socialist upheaval in the west would occur for about twenty 
years. Then, pressed by his opponents, he either sought refuge 
in ambiguity or vied with them in prophesying the nearness of 
revolutionary events. Such prophecies represented the exoteric 
aspect of his policy, the coating without which a large section of 
^the party would not have consented to swallow his ideas. His 
esoteric view he kept to himself: at the most, he discussed it 
with the leaders of his own faction; but it was always implied 
in what he did. The contradiction between the two sides of his 
policy gave to his behaviour that touch of insincerity and even 
duplicity which made his anti-Bolshevik critics accuse him of 
plotting for world revolution, while his Bolshevik critics charged 
him with plotting against it. 


The debacle of German communism in 1923 decisively 
speeded up the crystallization of the set of ideas associated with 
Stalinism. In the summer of that year the Politbureau and the 
Executive of the Comintern hotly debated the German crisis 
provoked by the French occupation of the Ruhr and the gallop- 
ing devaluation of the German currency. Some of the Bolshevik 
L leaders saw the approach of the ‘German October*. Heinrich 
1 Brandler, the leader of the German Communist party, arrived 
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in Moscow to consult the Executive of the Comintern on 
strategy and tactics. It was on that occasion that Stalin for 
the first time intervened with the weight of his growing in- 
fluence in a major decision of the Comintern. His view on the 
German situation, which he set out in a letter to Zinoviev and ’ 
Bukharin, was marked by a strong disbelief in the chances of 
German communism. He listed all the exceptional circum- 
stances that favoured the Bolsheviks in the revolution of 1917 
and concluded ; ‘At the moment the German Communists have 
nothing of the kind. They have, of course, a Soviet country as 
neighbour, which we did not have. But what can we offer 
them? . . . Should the government in Germany topple over now 
. . . and the Communists seize hold of it, they would end up y 
in a crash.’* He warned the Politbureau against encouraging 
any risky Communist demonstrations in Germany, which the 
bourgeoisie and the right-wing Social Democrats (‘at present all 
the odds are on their side’) would turn into a general battle 
that might end in the extermination of the Communists. ‘In 
my opinion the Germans [that is the German Communists] 
should be restrained and not spurred on.’ The difference be- 
tween the chances of the Bolsheviks in 1917 and those of the 
German Communists in 1923, as Stalin saw it, was that the I 
Bolsheviks had the support of a people longing for peace and^ 
of a peasantry eager to seize the landlords’ estates. What his 
argument implied was that the German Communists could not 
hope to seize power either in 1923 or in any foreseeable future, 
because they could never obtain backing from the peasantry 
comparable to that received by Bolshevism, and that, at best, 
only a German defeat in another war might give them a chance. 
To the one circumstance that might have favoured them, the 
much greater role of the industrial working class in Germany 
than in Russia, Stalin paid no attention.^ 

Later in the year, as the turmoil in Germany mounted, the 

* L. Trotsky, SUtlirit pp. 368-9. The authenticity of this letter is confirmed 
by the two rival leaders of German communism, Heinrich Brandler and Ruth 
Fischer. - It has not been published in Stalin’s WorkSy although Stalin has never 
denied its authenticity. A. Thalheimer, 7925: Eine VerpassU Revolutioriy p< 31* 

^ The letter contained a characteristic remark about German fascism, a pointer 
to future Communist tactics: *Of course, the Fascists are not asleep. But it is to 
our advantage to let them attack first: that will rally the entire working class'll 
around the Communists.* (Ibid.) 
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Russian advocates of revolutionary action gained ground and 
began to ‘spur on’ the Germans. Stalin ceased to air his 
scepticism and kept in the background. He let Trotsky, 
Zinoviev, and Radek, who did not see eye to eye with one 
j N another, commit themselves. Brandler returned to Germany 
with a set of incoherent and contradictory instructions: he was 
to organize a revolution against the Social Democrats and at 
the same time to enter the Social Democratic government of 
Saxony; he was to start the revolution in Saxony, not in the 
capital or any other decisive centre, &c. — instructions that 
would have made any insurrectionist party miss its best oppor- 
tunities. The enterprise ended in a series of unco-ordinated 
^ moves, and in failure. The effect of the failure on Moscow 
was very great: the isolation of Russian communism was now 
sealed. 

In the next few years the fate of the Comintern remained 
unsettled. Although Stalin believed the organization to be 
more or less useless as the instrument of revolution, he could not 
dissociate Russia’s ruling party from it — the ties between Bol- 
shevism and the Comintern had been too strong for that. The 
Comintern, on the other hand, was inspired by a sense of its 
mission. It spoke for only a minority of the European working 
classes ; but that was a large and important minority comprising 
the most idealistic, active, and ardent elements of the western 
proletariat. Its activity could not but embarrass Soviet 
diplomacy. This was one motive which compelled Stalin to try 
to tame the unruly organization. Another was the influence 
which the Comintern might have on the internal struggles in 
Russia. In those years the European Communist leaders, 
though accepting guidance from the successful Bolshevik experts 
on revolution, still talked to them as equals and took for granted 
their own right to have a say in Russian affairs. Most of them 
at first sided with Trotsky against Stalin, with the European- 
minded Bolsheviks against the self-centred Russian hierarchy 
of secretaries. Thus, for domestic as well as diplomatic reasons, 
Stalin could not but extend to the Comintern, still accustomed 
to the interplay of various trends, traditions, and views in its 
midst, the methods by which he was remoulding the Russian 
party into a ‘monolithic’ body. 

He acted from behind the scenes, mainly through his 
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lieutenants who sat on the Executive of the International. 
Unlike Lenin, who had addressed every congress of the Comin- 
tern and, though the official head of the Government, had 
publicly shouldered responsibility for its policy, Stalin, holding 
no post in the Government, never addressed any congress of the i 
Comintern. During ceremonial meetings he sat silently on the 
platform to be acclaimed by multi-national crowds of delegates. 
Only the initiated knew that the public debates and votes were 
of little significance, and that no major decision of the Comin- 
tern had any validity unless it was approved by Stalin. He 
looked with disdain upon the great ideological debates, in 
which Lenin had indulged with eagerness and gusto, and he 
regarded the regular congresses as a waste of time. During the^^ 
four years of Lenin’s leadership, four fully fledged international 
congresses were convened; during the twenty-five years of 
Stalin’s leadership only three: one in 1924, which endorsed the 
denunciation of Trotskyism, another in 1928, at which the 
influence of Bukharin and the right Bolsheviks was eliminated, 
and a third in 1935, which proclaimed the policy of Popular 
Fronts. The centre of gravity of the organization shifted to its 
Executive Committee. As in the Russian party so in the Comin- 
tern, the caucus gained absolute predominance over the whole 
body of the movement. 

Naturally most of the work that Stalin did in setting up that 
caucus was hidden in obscurity. He squeezed out the men who 
had independent minds, the rebels, the theoreticians, the radical 
literati^ the leaders of European communism in its period of 
revolutionary spontaneity. Almost every one of them was 
involved in the reverses of the early twenties and therefore 
vulnerable; and Stalin made the most of their ‘errors’ and 
‘deviations’ to discredit them. The emotional attachment of 
European Communists to the much-maligned and attacked 
Russian revolution was so great that almost any leader was 
undone if it was known that he had against him the authority 
of the Russian party. Stalin rarely used that authority directly. 
The verdicts and condemnations were passed by the Executive 
of the Comintern. The Executive was democratically elected 
at international congresses. But it was almost always swayed 
by the Russian delegation, on whom the views of the Russian 
Politbureau were binding. And inside the Politbureau Stalin 
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swayed the majority.* This was the mechanism through which 
he controlled the International. The Russian members of the 
Executive nominally had ho prerogatives other than those 
possessed by representatives of foreign parties; but their moral 
pull was decisive. Where this was not enough, various forms 
of pressure were used to crush opposition. Rebellious foreign 
leaders were assigned with all honour to work at the head- 
quarters of the International in Moscow, where they were easily 
controlled and cut off from their followers; public opinion in 
other Communist parties was mobilized against them; and their 
opponents and rivals in their own countries were encouraged 
and raised up. When, in spite of all the campaigning against 
them, in which calumny had its part, the ‘deviationists’ still 
enjoyed authority in their own party, the cashiers of the 
Comintern withheld their subsidies from that party. But the 
effectiveness of this, the crudest means of pressure, was secon- 
dary.^ It was the legend of the Russian revolution, its solid and 
permanent substance as well as the transitory myths woven 
into it, that gave Stalin his power over a vast agglomeration of 
foreign parties, in whose ranks the idealistic seekers for a new 
way of life were incomparably more numerous than the time- 
servers. And even the time-servers were time-servers only in a 
relative sense: they were ready to obey any master, but only if 
that master spoke with the authority of revolution. Over the 
years Stalin succeeded in drilling his hosts according to his own 

' Stalin himself was nominally a member of the Russian delegation to the 
Executive of the Comintern. But only very rarely did he act in this capacity; and 
when he did so it was always in order to dispose of this or that foreign ‘heretic’. 
See Sochinenya^ vol. viii, pp. i-io, 100-8, 109-15. 

* The subsidizing of the various branches of the Comintern was innocuous at 
first. Every section was to contribute its share to the treasury of the organization 
and to draw on it according to needs. In varying degrees this had also been the 
custom in the previous Internationals, the second and the first, without producing 
corruption. As the financial resources of the Russian party were incomparably 
greater than those of the other sections, the Comintern became up to a point 
dependent on them. Foreign parties with a large following could, of course, easilv 
support themselves. But Moscow encouraged them to spend on organization and 
propaganda beyond their means; and the more they did so the bigger grew their 
bureaucratic establishments and their need for subsidies. Accustomed to easy 
money they then tended to neglect the collection of their own dues, which had 
a demoralizing effect on them. While the role of ‘Moscow gold’ in fostering com- 
munism abroad has very often been melodramatically played up, it is true, 
nevertheless, that the subsidies did much to make the Communist hierarchies 
amenable to Stalin’s guidance. 

O 
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ideas, primarily because those hosts were willing to serve a great 
cause, a cause which, rightly or wrongly, they identified with 
the Soviets, a cause which seemed to them to be of much greater 
simplicity and magnitude than either the feuds in the Russian 
Politbureau or the shifts in the Comintern, than either the 
manoeuvres of Russian diplomacy or even the dim shadows 
of a remote Russian reality. 

Thus it came about that the Comintern not only shone with 
the reflected light of the Russian party, but that it reflected 
each of its internal alinements in turn. This was so much the 
case that anybody who would try to comprehend the history of 
any Communist party merely in the context of its own national 
environment would fail. He would not be able to account for 
the manifold changes of line, for the fading of some leaders and 
the emergence of others, or for the reforms in organizational 
structure. The origin of all these must most often be sought in 
the issues which preoccupied the Russian General Secretariat 
rather than in the social struggles on the spot. While the trium- 
virs were confronting Trotsky, Trotskyism haunted the Comin- 
tern. Then the leaders who by their views or sentiments had 
been tied to their President, Zinoviev, either joined in denouncing 
him or were effaced. During the years of his alliance with 
Stalin, Bukharin was the leading light of the International. He 
proclaimed the new policies and picked his staffs from among 
those foreign Communists who sympathized with the bloc of the 
centre faction and the right in the Bolshevik party. After that 
bloc had fallen asunder, the International laboured under new 
pangs of ‘Bolshevization’. 


Here, then, was Stalin struggling to recondition an organiza- 
tion, inherited from the revolution, for a period which he 
believed to be one of stagnation in the revolutionary process. 
The International had, in the full tide of revolution, sprung 
into being from a schism in the Socialist movement and had 
hoped to defeat the reformist wing of labour. What could have 
lain nearer Stalin’s present view about the stabilization of 
capitalism than the idea of a rapprochement between the two wings 
of the movement, the second and the third Internationals? If 
his diagnosis was correct, the two Internationals could not 
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immediately do more than wrest, with more or less determina- 
tion, reforms and concessions from the possessing classes. On 
this basis common action should be possible ; and their collabora- 
tion might end in bridging the gulf between them. In this spirit 
the affairs of the Comintern were conducted while the partner- 
ship between Stalin and Bukharin lasted. In Russia the N.E.P. 
was flourishing; within the framework of a mixed economy the 
ruling party patronized private farming and trade ; and the ‘Fabi- 
anism’ of its attitude seemed to demand a mild course abroad 
as well, much as this went against the grain of the Comintern. 

Two issues claimed much of Stalin’s attention in the middle 
twenties : the Chinese revolution and the attitude of the Russian 
trade unions towards the British unions. The Chinese revolu- 
tion had, in its early days, come under the spell of the Russian. 
Sun Yat-Sen, the founder of the Kuomintang, urged his 
followers to guard the friendship between the two revolutions. 
After Sun Yat-Sen’s death Stalin sent the following message 
to the Kuomintang : ‘The Central Committee of the Russian 
Communist party believes that the Kuomintang will keep high 
the banner of Sun Yat-Sen in the great struggle of liberation 
from imperialism, that the Kuomintang will honourably carry 
that banner to the full victory over imperialism and its agents 
in China.’ ^ Russian military advisers went to assist General 
Chiang Kai-shek in his operations. The Chinese Communists 
were instructed from Moscow to join the Kuomintang, ‘the 
bloc of the four classes’, as one of its constituent parts; and 
the Kuomintang itself was represented at the Executive of the 
Comintern with the rights of an associate member.^ 

The problem arose: what was the nature of the Chinese 
revolution? What should be its objectives? What role should 
the Communists play in it? The national aspirations of the 
Chinese, their desire to free themselves from western tutelage 
and from their own feudal particularism, were the driving 
power of the movement, which, at first, acted as a united force. 
Under the surface, however, there were the social cleavages 
between generals and peasants, merchants and coolies. The 
cleavages deepened as time went on. In the industrial and 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. vii, p. 50. 

* Protokoll ErweiterU Exekutive der Kommunisltsclien Internationale (February- 
March 1926), pp. 12-13. 
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commeicial cities of coastal China the working class became the 
weightiest political factor. 

Could this be China’s 1917? Stalin’s and Bukliarin’s answer 
was ‘no’, Trotsky’s — ‘yes’. If a precedent was to be sought in 
Russian history, Stalin preferred to look for it in 1905, when 
the Bolsheviks held that Russia, not yet ripe for socialism, could 
only aspire to a bourgeois revolution. A bourgeois revolution 
was all that the Chinese could now achieve, Stalin concluded. 
He went back to that ‘old Bolshevism’ which Lenin had so force- 
fully discarded in April 1917, but which he had never succeeded 
in eradicating completely from the minds of some of his disciples. 
Since the task of the Chinese revolution was to unify and moder- 
nize China and to win her national independence, not socialism, 
then the Chinese Communists should not, in Stalin’s view, aim 
at the establishment of a proletarian dictatorship. They should, 
instead, work in harmony with the middle classes, the peasants, 
and the progressive nationalist generals. He prompted the 
Communist party of China to submit to the strict discipline of 
the Kuomintang of which it was now merely a faction.* He also 
directed the machine of Soviet propaganda to build up the 
prestige of General Chiang Kai-shek as the unchallenged leader 
of the national renaissance of China. The government that was 
ultimately to issue from the revolution was to be a ‘democratic 
dictatorship of tlie proletariat and the peasantry’. That 
formula, developed by Lenin in 1905, described the peculiar 
situation, conceivable only in ‘backward’ countries, in which 
Marxist Socialists fight in a purely anti-feudal revolution and 
share power with the representatives of a revolutionary middle 
class and peasantry. 

The old familiar semi -scholastic disputations over that 
formula soon broke out anew.^ Trotsky denounced Stalin’s 
alliance with Chiang Kai-shek and urged the Chinese Com- 
munists to strive for proletarian dictatorship sans phrase. 
Zinoviev and Kamenev, attached to the Leninist tradition of 
1905, accepted ‘the democratic dictatorship of the proletariat 
and the peasantry’; but they criticized Stalin’s policy on the 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. viii, pp. 358, 365-7, and 373. Sec Bukharin’s speech 
on the subject in 75 Konferentsya Vsesoyu^oi Korn. Partiif pp. 27-9. 

* Sec Chapter II, pp. 42-3, Chapter III, pp. 72-5, and Chapter V, pp. i33-4*> 
passim. 
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ground that it subordinated Chinese communism to middle- 
class leadership. The dispute generated incredible heat and 
bitterness and speeded up the final split between Stalin and 
Trotsky. 

Meanwhile, the ^bloc of the four classes’ in China was also 
falling asunder. The growth of Chinese communism, moderate 
though its policies were, frightened Cliiang Kai-shek and the 
leaders of the middle classes. Chiang brusquely rid himself of 
his embarrassing allies: he sent his Russian military advisers 
back to Russia and cruelly suppressed the Communists who 
had served under him. So strongly had Stalin committed him- 
self to the support of Chiang that his position and prestige were for 
a time gravely shaken. He tried to save what he could from the 
ruins of his Chinese policy and instructed the Chinese Com- 
munists to coalesce with the leftish Liberals of the Kuomintang, 
who formed a government at Hankow opposed to Chiang Kai- 
shek. Soon that coalition, too, broke down. Communism, 
even while it attempted to deny its own nature and to adapt 
itself to middle-class allies, to train itself for the arts of moderation 
and compromise, to change its symbols and its language, did not 
cease to strike fear and panic in the leaders and parties of the 
middle classes. It bore the curse or the blessing of its origin, the 
hallmarks of revolution ; hallmarks which evoked either horror 
or hope and which no tactical artifice could conceal and not 
even the most vigorous scourings efface. 

Similar frustration attended the other major experiment in 
moderation, the Anglo-Russian council of trade unions, which 
was formed in May 1925. The Politbureau hoped that the 
British trade unions would use their influence to improve 
Anglo-Russian relations, at that time strained. Stalin delegated 
Tomsky, one of the most influential members of the Politbureau, 
to address the annual congress of the British trade unions at 
Hull. He hoped that understanding with the British would be 
followed by a fuller agreement between the opposed wings in 
the international Labour movement. Parallel with the Comin- 
tern, the Projintern (the International of the Red trade unions) 
had opposed itself to the so-called Amsterdam International, in 
which the reformist trade unions of the west had been organized. 
The failure of the Profintern had been even more striking than 
that of the Comintern. Moscow was now willing to acknow- 
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ledge defeat and to make some sort of peace with Amsterdam. 
The Anglo-Russian council was to serve as a stepping-stone to 
this. Eminent right-wing Bolsheviks vaguely hoped that a 
reunion of the political Internationals would crown the work 
of reconciliation. Stalin, cautious as ever, did not commit 
himself to these far-reaching schemes. But he gave unstinted 
support to the course pursued by Bukharin and Tomsky and 
defended it against bitter criticism from the left Bolsheviks.* 

The friendship between the leaders of the Russian and the 
British trade unions did not stand the strain of the general 
strike of 1926. The Russian leaders, hard-pressed by their own 
left opposition, could not refrain from criticizing now and then 
the moderation of their British colleagues. Their criticisms, 
however mild, caused irritation. The leaders of the British 
trade unions, on the other hand, exposed to the overwhelming 
pressure of Conservative opinion, felt uneasy over their alliance 
with the Bolsheviks. They refused to accept the money col- 
lected by the Russian trade unions in a gesture of solidarity 
with striking British miners. Some time later the Anglo- 
Russian council was dissolved; and with it faded the hope of 
any wider reconciliation between Bolshevism and European 
reformism. 

The main avenues of compromise had thus been explored 
with disappointing results. By the end of 1923 the world had 
rejected the Bolsheviks as revolutionaries; by the end of 1927 
it had rejected them again as conciliators. It was not only in 
China and in Great Britain that the Comintern had tried modera- 
tion in vain; it had done the same in most other European 
countries.^ Everywhere the Communists were either abandoned 
or hunted down by their erstwhile allies. Disappointment with 
conciliatory policies provoked a revulsion in Communist ranks 
and paved the way for a new course, diametrically opposed to 
the old one. So strong was that revulsion that in his Chinese 

* J. Stalin, Sochinmya^ vol. viii, pp. 176-91. On his return from Britain, Tomsky, 
greatly impressed by the high standard of living of the British and other western 
European workers, told one of his intimate friends, a former German vice-President 
of the Comintern (from whom the present writer heard the story) : T cannot see 
why your western European workers should be Communists. I do not see anv 
possibility of revolution in the west.* 

^ In Poland, for instance, Communists and Socialists joined hands to help 
Pilsudski in his coup (Titat of 1996. Similar tactics were adopted in Rumania and 
other Balkan countries. 
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policy Stalin tried, towards the end of 1927, to save his face by 
advising the Chinese Communists, already greatly weakened by 
savage persecution and slaughter, to stage the rising of Canton. 
The rising was in advance doomed to failure, and led in fact 
to a new massacre of the Reds.* Soon the whole Comintern 
sought to make amends for its ill-fated exercises in moderate 
statesmanship by indulging in a long bout of ‘ultra-leftism’. 
That new ultra-left policy was carried to a suicidal extremity 
by the German Communist party in the face of rising nazism. 

Another reason for the change in the Comintern, one that 
was certainly more decisive than the feeling in its own ranks, was 
the new alinement that took place in the Russian party in 
1928-9. Stalin was then subduing the right-wing Bolsheviks. 
Not a single political concept or slogan that had originated 
from Bukharin, Tomsky, or Rykov withstood condemnation. 
All the real issues at stake were Russian issues: the N.E.P., 
industrialization, collectivization, &c. But the powerful ‘switch 
over to the left’ in the Russian party transmitted itself auto- 
matically to the Comintern hitherto guided by Bukharin. Some 
foreign Communists tended to side with Bukharin; and so 
Stalin could not but carry the struggle against him into the 
International.^ He produced new policies for the European 
parties, which on the surface corresponded to the trend in 
Russia. In Russia co-operation between Communists and 
private farmers and traders had come to an end; and the 
formal corollary to this was that Communists abroad should 
cease to co-operate with the other parties, especially the Social 
Democrats. 

That automatic transmission of every movement and reflex 
from the Russian to all the other parties constituted the main 
and the most bizarre anomaly in the life of the Comintern, an 
anomaly which became the norm. It was because of this that 
an air of unreality hung over so much of the Comintern’s 
activity. Stalin’s leftward switch in Russia was not only an 
earnest affair: it had the grandeur of national drama; it re- 
fashioned to its foundations the social structure of a great 
country. The whole power of the monster state stood behind 

' The story of the ‘Canton Commune* is told in Harold R. Isaacs, The Tragedy 

the Chinese Revolution, pp. 352-77. 

* J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism, pp. 245-9. 
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every swing of the party line and transformed words and 
slogans into lasting deeds. But what did such swings and turns 
j in the policy of the Comintern signify? Meaningless mimicry, 

I at best. It was as if the giant figure of an athlete engaged in a 

I homeric fight had thrown around itself twenty or thirty shadows, 

1 each mimicking the tense wrestling and the violent gestures of 

\ the real body, each pretending to shake heaven and earth. The 

j, strange picture was made even stranger by the fact that the 

I foreign sections of the Comintern were not mere shadows. They 

j were half bodies and half shadows. With one part of their 

J existence they were immersed in the realities of their national 

J life, trying to express the aspirations of their own working 

J classes, while with the other they participated in the hectic 

I dance of phantoms round the General Secretary. 

I In December 1927, immediately after Trotsky, Zinoviev, and 

Kamenev had been expelled from the party, Stalin surprised 
the fifteenth congress by stating that the ‘stabilization’ of 
[ capitalism had come to an end. Two years ago’, he said, ‘one 
could talk about a period of relative balance between the Soviets 
and the capitalist countries and about their “peaceful co- 
existence”. Now we have every reason to say that the period 
^ of “peaceful coexistence” recedes into the past, giving place to 
a period of imperialist attacks and of preparation of inter- 
j vention against the U.S.S.R.’* He did not try to square this new 

I view with his previous forecast of fifteen or twenty years of 

‘peaceful coexistence’. His new thesis was finally accepted as 
the basis of a new policy at the sixth congress of the Comintern, 
in the summer of 1928, at which he surprised the foreign dele- 
gates by the virtual demotion of Bukharin, carried out behind 
the scenes.^ 

The congress forecast the approach of a catastrophic econo- 
mic crisis in the capitalist countries. (The forecast, authorized 
by Stalin, was strikingly confirmed, in the following year, by the 
great slump in the United States.) From these premisses new 
tactics were developed. A whole chain of revolutionary ex- 

> IS Syezd V.K.P. (b), p. 34. 

* For Stalin’s own version of Bukharin’s demotion see his speech on ‘The Danger 
of the Right Deviation’ delivered before the Central Committee in April 1929. 
Problems of Ijninism^ pp. 244 ff. 
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plosions was expected. The Communist parties in the west 
were to launch their final offensive against capitalism. The 
reformist Social Democratic parties, now labelled Social- 
Fascist, were to be regarded as the most dangerous enemies of 
communism. The left wings of the Social Democratic parties 
were to be regarded as even greater obstacles to Socialist 
revolution than the right ones— ‘the more to the left the more 
dangerous’. Any co-operation or contact between Com- 
munists and Social Democratic leaders was contaminating. 
The Comintern was to muster its ranks for the world-wide 
struggle, relying exclusively upon its own strength and pull.* 

It is doubtful, to say the least, whether Stalin believed in the 
imminent eruption of all the revolutionary volcanoes, which his 
propagandists heralded. Though his grasp of conditions in 
foreign countries was poor, it was not so poor as to make him 
share the ultra-revolutionary illusions of the sixth congress of 
the Comintern. With even greater emphasis than hitherto, as 
if ignoring all the trumpets of the Comintern, he made 
‘socialism in one country’ the supreme article of faith, obliga- 
tory not only in his own party but in the Comintern as a whole. 
He now attached incomparably more importance to a single 
factory newly built in Russia than to all the great expectations 
of revolution abroad,^ His diplomacy was feeling its way even 
more cautiously than before and continued to work on the 
assumption of Russia’s prolonged isolation. There was an un- 
deniable contradiction between his two lines of policy, the one 
he pursued in Russia and the one he inspired in the Comin- 
tern. It is easy to guess which of the two policies had the 
greater weight. 

The Comintern was now indeed engaged in a mock fight. 
Its ultra-radicalism was so unreal that Stalin, in all prob- 
ability, countenanced it only because he attributed very little 
practical significance to whatever the Comintern did in those 
years. If this was what he thought, he was profoundly mistaken, 
for the ultra-radicalism of the Comintern had important, 
though only negative, consequences. This was especially so in 

* A ommunisticheskii Internatsional v dokumentakhy pp. 769-92, 876-7, 9 1 5-30, 952-65. 

^ ‘One Soviet tractor is worth more than ten good foreign Communists* was a 
characteristic remark heard from highly placed Bolsheviks in the days of the first 
five-year plan. The phrase reflected the tenor of the intimate talk about the 
Comintern in Stalin’s entourage. 

O* 
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Germany, the chief testing-ground of the new policy, where the 
Labour movement was threatened by the rapid rise of nazism. 
The split between the Social Democrats who looked to 
Hindenburg for protection against Hitler and refused to have 
anything to do with Communists, and the Communists who 
held the Social Democrats to be a greater menace to them than 
the Nazis, that completely irrational split, paralysed the 
political strength of the German working class when it alone 
could have barred Hitler’s road to power. This is not the place 
to tell the story of the collapse of the Weimar Republic, the 
story which ended in the surrender of the most powerful labour 
organizations on the Continent to the Brown Shirts, vyithout a 
single shot, without a single act of real resistance. Suffice it to 
say that after the collapse, one of the phrases that were current 
among the men of the German left was that ‘without Stalin 
there would have been no Hitler’. The saying should be taken 
with a grain of salt. Amid the Katzenjammer which befell them 
after 1933, ^^^t leaders of the German left were only too eager 
to explain away their own failure and ascribe it to Stalin’s evil 
influence. Nevertheless, as the inspirer of the Comintern 
policy, Stalin must be held to bear his share of responsibility 
for the contribution which that policy unwittingly made to 
Hitler’s triumph. 

The point that emerges clearly from every Comintern docu- 
ment of the early thirties and from Stalin’s own utterances is that 
he was completely unaware of the significance and the destruc- 
tive dynamism of nazism.* To him Hitler was merely one of 
the many reactionary leaders whom the political see-saw 
throws up for a moment, then down and up again, another 
Bruning or Papen, another Baldwin or Harding. He, of all 
men, completely missed the totalitarian aspirations in nazism 
and its power to act on these aspirations. He formulated the 
essence of his views on fascism as early as in 1924: 

It is not true that fascism is only a militant organization of the 
bourgeoisie. . . . Fascism is the militant organization of the bourgeoisie 
which bases itself on the active support of Social Democracy. 
Objectively, Social Democracy is the moderate wing of fascism. 
There is no reason to suppose that the militant organization of the 

' Stalin consistently treated nazism and fascism as essentially identical. The two 
terms are used here, too, interchangeably. 
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bourgeoisie can achieve any decisive successes . . . without active 
support from Social Democracy. There is just as little ground to 
think that Social Democracy could achieve decisive successes . . . 
without the active support of that militant organization of the 
bourgeoisie. Those organizations do not contradict but supplement 
one another. They are not antipodes but twins. . . . Fascism is 
the shapeless political bloc of these two basic organizations, a bloc 
that has emerged in the post-war crisis of imperialism for the struggle 
against proletarian revolution.* 

These words may be said to represent the fullest contribu- 
tion that Stalin ever made to the understanding of fascism or 
national socialism. In subsequent years he vaguely repeated his 
view once or twice, without modifying it.^ Hosts of Comintern 
theoreticians and writers chewed upon his ‘not antipodes but 
twins’ for years on end, without giving a single coherent 
explanation of that new force under whose impact the old 
political structure of Europe was crumbling. Even after Hitler 
had seized the reins of government, Stalin’s spokesmen still 
forecast a ‘deal’ between the Nazis and the Social Democrats 
and an imminent decline of Hitler’s influence to be followed by 
a Communist come-back.^ After the first year of Hitler’s govern- 
ment, Stalin himself, though he already correctly foresaw the 
risk of war inherent in nazism, vaguely assured the seventeenth 
congress of his party that ‘the revolutionary crisis is maturing 
and fascism is far from being long lived’.'* The one thing which 
he did not foresee, and which his spokesmen emphatically 
described as impossible, was that Hitler would destroy social 
democracy together with communism, that fascism would 
send its ‘twin’ to the concentration camp and build up a mas- 
sive monopoly of power. In making this error, it should be 
added, Stalin was not alone. German Social Democratic 
leaders, too, hoped to the last to find a modus vivendi with Hitler; 
and German, British, and French Conservative well-wishers of 
nazism also deluded themselves that Hitler would play his game 
according to their rules. 

No student of these affairs can overlook the striking contrast 
between the lack of understanding and imagination which 
Stalin, having at his command all the sources of information 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. vi, p. 282. * J. Stalin, Leninism, vol. ii, p. 320. 

^ Rundschau, no. 43, 1933; Kommunistische Internationale, tio. 14, 1933. 

* J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism, p. 454. 
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and intelligence of a great power and a vast international 
organization, displayed at this momentous test and the insight 
and sense of responsibility with which Trotsky, from his lonely 
retreat on Prinkipo island, reacted to the German crisis. In a 
series of books, pamphlets, and articles Trotsky gave what is to 
this day the most exhaustive sociological explanation of nazism. 
He followed the development of Hitler’s movement step by step, 
predicted well in advance every phase of it and tried in vain 
to impress the German left, the Comintern, and the Soviet 
Government with the fury of destruction about to break upon 
their heads. 

It is [our] duty [he wrote in 1931] to sound the alarm: the leader- 
ship of the Comintern is leading the German proletariat towards an 
enormous catastrophe, the core of which is the panicky capitulation 
before fascism. The coming into power of the German National 
Socialists would mean above all the extermination of the flower of the 
German proletariat, the disruption of its organizations, the extirpation 
of its belief in itself and in its future. Considering the far greater . . . 
acuteness of the social antagonisms in Germany, the hellish work of 
Italian fascism would probably appear as a pale and almost humane 
experiment in comparison with the work of German national 
socialism.* 


Workers, Communists, [Trotsky sounded the alarm again, two 
years before Hitler’s rise to power] . . . should fascism come to power 
it will ride over your skulls and spines like a terrific tank. Your 
salvation lies in merciless struggle. And only a fighting unity with 
Social Democratic workers can bring victory. Make haste, you have 
very little time left!* 

In those days Stalin and the other Soviet leaders still played 
up the bogy of a French-led anti-Soviet crusade, but missed 
the real anti-Soviet crusader when he appeared on the horizon. 
In July 1930 Stalin still described France as ‘the most aggressive 
and militarist country of all aggressive and militarist countries 
of the world’ which prepared for war against Russia.^ ‘None 
of the “normal” bourgeois parliamentary governments’, this 
was in effect Trotsky’s rejoinder, ‘can at the present time risk 
a war against the U.S.S.R. . . . But if Hitler comes to power 


* L. Trotsky, Germany, the Key to the International Situationy p. 23. 

^ Ibid., p. 44. ^ J. Stalin, Leninism, vol. ii, p. 321. 
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and proceeds to crush the vanguard of the German workers, 
pulverizing and demoralizing the whole proletariat for many 
years to come, the fascist government will be the only govern- 
ment capable of waging war against the U.S.S.R. ... In case 
he is victorious [in Germany] Hitler will become the Super- 
Wr angel of the world bourgeoisie.'*^ Moscow received Trotsky’s 
alarm cries with complacent derision. The leaders of the 
Comintern went on obdurately repeating the incoherent slogan 
about the antipodes and the twins. 


Until Hitler’s rise to power, Soviet diplomacy pursued, by 
and large, the policy of Rapallo. It gave qualified support to 
vanquished Germany against the victors. That support varied 
in form, but it did not, on the whole, extend to the German 
ambition to achieve a forcible revision of the peace of Versailles. 
The Soviets derived what benefit they could from their aline- 
ment with Germany, especially as long as the other powers con- 
fronted them with various degrees of boycott. The import of 
German industrial goods assisted Russia in her recovery in the 
twenties. The Politbureau authorized Trotsky and Tukha- 
chevsky to enlist German military skill, the skill of unemployed 
officers and technicians, in the training of the Red Army. As 
a quid pro quo the Russians permitted German military tech- 
nicians to continue on Russian soil experiments which they 
could not carry out in Germany under the Versailles treaty. In 
these arrangements Stalin made no change. They continued by 
force of inertia for some time after Hitler had seized power.^ 

For all that, the relations between the two countries did not 
have the character of an alliance. Their aim was, as it was said 
before, to counterbalance the predominance of the Entente and 
to prevent Germany from coalescing with the west against 
Russia. Whenever the western powers tried to mitigate the 
burden of reparations on Germany, as under the Dawes plan, 
or whenever they tried a rapprochement with Germany on the 
basis of Versailles, as in the pact of Locarno, the Soviet leaders 

’ L. Trotsky, Germany, the Key to the International Situation, p. 25. 

* This was the grain of truth in the accusation that Trotsky and Tukhachevsky 
co-operated with the Wehrmacht. The co-operation between the Russian and the 
German armies went on for about twelve years, from 1922 till 1935, with the 
authorization of the Politbureau and under its control. 
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watched uneasily to see whether such moves did not conceal an 
anti-Soviet coalition; and they encouraged German opposition 
to the victors. But they had no illusions about the stability of 
the Versailles system. To think that Germany will put up with 
this state of affairs’, so Stalin commented on the pact of Locarno 
in 1925, ‘is to hope for miracles. . . . Locarno, which . . . sanc- 
tions the loss by Germany of Silesia, the corridor and Danzig 
and the loss by the Ukraine of Galicia and western Volhynia, 
the loss by Byelorussia of its western part, the loss of Vilno by 
Lithuania . . . will share the fate of the old Franco-Prussian 
treaty, which deprived France of Alsace and Lorraine. . . . 
Locarno is fraught with a new European war.’* Thus, in 1925, 
Stalin enumerated with the greatest precision the storm centres 
from which the Second World War was to begin. 

Some of Stalin’s prognostications, made in the middle 
twenties, are of special interest as pointers, direct or indirect, 
to his own future policy. That the peace was merely a truce 
between two wars was an axiom to him, believing as he did, like 
all Bolsheviks, that capitalist competition for raw materials, 
markets, and facilities for profitable investment leads inevitably 
to armed contest. What was uncertain, apart from the time at 
which war would break out, was how the line of future divisions 
would run. In the middle twenties Trotsky, grossly exaggerat- 
ing the acuteness of Anglo-American antagonism, forecast 
a war between the United States and the British Empire. 
This view was accepted by the Politbureau; and as late as 
1930 Stalin repeated it, saying that the competition between the 
two Anglo-Saxon powers overshadowed all the antagonisms 
between the European nations.^ ‘Britain’s star is setting’, he 
said on another occasion, ‘and America’s is rising.’^ America’s 
rising star filled him with forebodings for he saw the United 
States propping up the decaying European capitalism, mainly 
through loans granted to Germany. In addition the United 
States stubbornly refused, up to 1933, to recognize the Soviet 
Government. 

What would be Russia’s attitude in a war between great 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. vii, pp. 273-4. 

* J. Stalin, Leninism, vol. ii, p. 316; L. Trotsky (Trotzki), Europa und Amerika, p. 43. 

* J. Stalin, Leninism, vol. ii, p. 123. ‘There is one force which . . . will inevitably 
destroy the British Empire — the English Conservatives.’ ( J. .Stalin, Sochinenya, 
vol. vii, p. 292.) 
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capitalist powers, which were all by definition imperialist?' 
The Politbureau repeatedly broached this question without 
reaching final conclusions. The customary Bolshevik answer 
had been to wish a plague on both the houses of the future 
belligerents, to view the Second World War through the prism 
of the first one, and to hope that the working classes of the 
warring countries would revolt as the Russian working class had 
done. Broadly speaking, Russia’s task was to consist in promot- 
ing revolutionary anti-militarism abroad. 

Already in the debates of the middle twenties, however, 
Stalin took a different and more complex view of the future. 
It is still impossible to detail those debates, most of which were 
held in secret. It was only in 1947 that Stalin for the first time 
published a speech he made at a plenary session of the Central 
Committee in January 1925, which throws a retrospective light 
upon his attitude. 

The preconditions for war [Stalin said in a debate over defence 
expenditure] are getting ripe. War may become inevitable, of 
course not to-morrow or the next day, but in a few years. . . . 
I suppose that the forces of the revolutionary movement in the west 
are great; that they grow; that they will grow; and that they may 
overthrow the bourgeoisie here or there. That is true. But it will be 
very difficult for them to hold their ground. . . . The problem of our 
army, of its strength and readiness, will inevitably arise in connexion 
with complications in the countries that surround us. . . . This does 
not mean that in any such situation we are bound in duty to intervene 
actively against anybody. . . . The banner of peace remains our 
banner as of old. But, if war begins, we shall hardly have to sit with 
folded arms. We shall have to come out, but we ought to be the last 
to come out. And we should come out in order to throw the decisive 
weight on the scales, the weight that should tilt the scales.* 

’ It should be remarked that the Bolsheviks used the term ‘imperialism’ in a 
sense somewhat different from that which it has in current English usage. Imperial- 
ism, in their sense, did not primarily or necessarily mean direct domination over 
foreign lands. The essential features of imperialism (as Lenin defined it on the basis 
of the works of English and German Liberal and Socialist economists) were: (a) the 
concentration of capital in monopolistic trusts and cartels; {b) the merging of 
industrial and banking capital into ‘finance capital’; (c) the export of capital as 
well as of commodities; and (d) the division of the world between national and 
international capitalist monopolies. (T/i^ Essentials of Lenin, vol. i, p. 709.) Lenin 
did not seem to regard the formal possession of a colonial empire af- the essential 
feature of an imperialist state. In the light of his formula he would class the United 
States among the modern imperialist states. 

* J. Stalin, Sochiner^, vol. vii, pp. 13-14. 
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This illuminating statement should be read in its context. 
The phrase about the strength of the revolutionary forces in the 
west hardly concealed the speaker’s scepticism. ‘Great’ and 
‘growing’ as those forces were supposed to be, they could over- 
throw the bourgeoisie only ‘here and there’ ; and even then they 
would not be able ‘to hold their ground’. Stalin had no doubt 
that Russia’s armed strength, and not the revolutionary forces 
abroad, would be the decisive factor in the Second World War. 
Would the Red Army come out to help foreign revolutions to 
‘hold their ground’? He evaded the issue, but insisted that it 
was not bound in duty to do so. He would prefer to see the 
warring capitalist countries fighting themselves to mutual ex- 
haustion, though he did not say this in so many words, so that 
the Red Army should ‘tilt the scales’, perhaps in the same way 
in which the American army tilted the scales in 1918. For the 
time being he was out to establish two points: first, that Russia’s 
interest lay in remaining for as long as possible a spectator of 
the future contest; and, second, that the Red Army was pre- 
eminent over any revolutionary forces, actual or potential, in 
the west. How far these points had become clear in his mind 
by 1925 is not certain. He may have been merely thinking 
aloud while he addressed the Central Committee. Or he may 
have been thinking about Russia’s aloofness from the much 
discussed Anglo-American war. Whatever the truth, it was on 
these two principles that he was to act in the beginning of the 
Second World War. 

Somewhat later in 1925 he made still another pronounce- 
ment on foreign policy which assumes special significance in 
retrospect. He talked to the students of the Sverdlov Univer- 
sity about the opposition of certain diplomats — he did not 
mention names — to the Government’s foreign policy. That 
opposition, he said, favoured a rapprochement between Russia 
and the former Entente, an abandonment of the Comintern and 
the re-acquisition by Russia of the spheres of influence she 
had voluntarily given up. These were apparently the second 
thoughts of Bolshevik diplomacy, regretful of its own renuncia- 
tion of imperialist privilege. But these second thoughts also repre- 
sented a shrewd anticipation of the method by which Stalin 
himself was to conduct his foreign policy from 1939 onwards, 
in agreement first with Hitler, and then with Roosevelt and 
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Churchill. There is a touch of irony in the blunt condemnation 
with which Stalin then met those anticipatory suggestions. 

This would be the road to nationalism and degeneration [in these 
terms he referred to the concepts of spheres of influence in June 1925, 
exactly twenty years before the Potsdam conference], the road of the 
full liquidation of the international policy of the proletariat. People 
possessed of this disease sec our country not as part of a whole, which 
is called the world revolutionary movement, but as the beginning 
and the end of that movement, thinking that the interests of all 
other countries should be sacrificed to the interests of our country. 
Why support the movement for the emancipation of China? Will 
that not be dangerous? [so they ask]. Will that not involve us in 
quarrels with other countries? Will it not be better for us together 
with other ‘advanced’ countries to establish ‘spheres of influence’ in 
China and to tear away something from China to our benefit? This 
would be profitable and safe. . . . Why back the emancipation 
movement in Germany? Is the risk worth while? Would it not be 
better to agree with the Entente on the Versailles treaty and to bar- 
gain out some compensation for ourselves? . . . Why keep friendly 
with Persia, Turkey, Afghanistan? . . . Would it not be better to 
re-establish ‘spheres of influence’ in co-operation with some of the 
great powers? Such is the nationalist frame of mind of a new type 
which aims at doing away with the foreign policy of the October 
revolution.* 

That the yearning for spheres of influence was already then 
alive in Soviet diplomacy appears even more surprising than 
Stalin’s condemnation of it. In the twenties such ideas were at 
any rate premature. Russia’s bargaining power was too low 
then for either Britain or France to agree to any division of 
spheres. This perhaps accounts for the bluntness with which 
Stalin ruled the idea out of court. He had no need gratuitously 
to compromise the ideological purity of his foreign policy. For 
many years to come his diplomacy was still to confine itself to 
the defence of the status quo, in so far as it concerned Russia. 
‘We do not want a single foot of foreign territory’, Stalin told the 
sixteenth congress in June 1930, ‘but we will not surrender a 
single inch of our territory either.’^ This was the leitmotif of 
Stalin’s foreign policy until 1939. 

‘ J. Stalin, Sochinenyay vol. vii, pp. 167-9. 


* J. Stalin, Leninism, vol. ii, p. 325. 



CHAPTER XI 


Foreign Policy and Comintern. II 

(1934-41) 


Stalin’s cautious sih'iicp in the first year ol Hitler's rule. — I hc search for ‘collective 
security’ (1934-8).--- Stalin receives Eden, Laval^ and Bcne§ (1935). — Russia joins 
the League of Nations; the Comintern proclaims the policy of Popular Fronts. - 
World-revolution — a ‘tragi-comic misunderstanding’. — Stalin’s stake in the Spanish 
Civil War (1936-8).— Russia’s isolation before and during Munich. -- Stalin’s 
riposte. — His speech at the XVIIIth Congress (March 1939). — Diplomatic 
mancruvres in the last months of peace. — Final preliminaries to the Russo-German 
Pact. — Ribbentrop at the Kremlin (23 August 1939). — The partition of Poland. — 
The first Russo-Finnish war. — Stalin refuses to go to Berlin at Hitler's invitation 
(March 1940). — Stalin surprised by the collapse of France. — Russo-German 
rivalry in the Balkans.— A Japanese envoy in the Kremlin. — Stalin becomes Prime 
Minister (6 May 1941) and makes his last attempt to conciliate Hitler. — The 
balance sheet of Stalin’s diplomacy in 1939-41. 

The Nazi upheaval in Germany did not at once suggest to 
Stalin the need for some revision of his foreign policy. He at 
first waited to see how stable the Nazi regime would prove to 
be, and whether Hitler would take up the Rapallo policy of his 
predecessors or whether he would, in accordance with the ideas 
expressed in Mein Kampf^ take up an attitude of implacable 
hostility towards the Soviets. Meanwhile Stalin took great care 
not to offer any provocation. The absolute passivity with which 
German communism had allowed itself to be crushed by Hitler 
might have been expected to facilitate continued friendly 
relations between Russia and Germany, so spectacularly did 
it seem to disprove the current notions about Russia’s inter- 
ference in German affairs.* The agreement of Rapallo and the 
pact of neutrality and friendship of 1926 were still in force; they 
had been prolonged in 1931 ; and the prolongation was ratified 
in May 1933, a few weeks after Hitler had become Chancellor. 

' Some of Stalin’s Communist opponents (Wollenberg, Krivitsky, and others) 
claimed that Stalin had deliberately led the German Communists to surrender to 
nazism in order to save the policy of Rapallo. This version has, in our view, not 
been supported by convincing evidence. Stalin’s policy vis-a-vis rising nazism 
represents a record of rare shortsightedness and folly, but not of deliberate treachery. 
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Hitler’s bloody suppression of all domestic opposition and his 
racial persecutions affected diplomatic routine business between 
Moscow and Berlin as little as it affected similar business 
between Paris or London and Berlin. Stalin undoubtedly 
calculated on the strength of the Bismarckian tradition among 
the German diplomats, a tradition which demanded that the 
Reich should avoid embroilment with Russia. In the first year 
of Hitler’s Chancellorship he did not utter in public a single 
word about the events in Germany, though his silence was 
excruciating to the bewildered followers of the Comintern.* 

He broke that silence only at the seventeenth congress of the 
party, in January 1934. Even then he refrained from drawing 
the conclusions from events which had ended so disastrously 
for the European left, and he vaguely fostered the illusion that 
fascism, ‘a symptom of capitalist weakness’, would prove short- 
lived. But he also described the Nazi upheaval as a ‘triumph 
for the idea of revenge in Europe’ and remarked that the anti- 
Russian trend in German policy had been prevailing over the 
older Bismarckian tradition. Even so, he was at pains to make 
it clear that Russia desired to remain on the same terms with 
the Third Reich as she had been with W eimar Germany : 

Some politicians say that the U.S.S.R. has now taken an orienta- 
tion towards France and Poland; that from an opponent of the 
Versailles treaty it has become a supporter of that treaty, and that 
this change is to be explained by the establishment of the fascist 
regime in Germany. That is not true. Of course, we are far from 
being enthusiastic about the fascist regime in Germany. But 
fascism is not the issue here, if only for the reason that fascism in 
Italy, for instance, has not prevented the U.S.S.R. from establishing 
the best relations with that country. Nor is it a question of any 
alleged change in our attitude towards the Versailles treaty. It is 
not for us, who had experienced the shame of the Brest Litovsk 
peace, to sing the praises of the Versailles treaty. We merely 

’ A special reason for his reserve w^ls the simmering conflict between Russia and 
Japan. This led to two important results: In November 1933, sixteen years after 
the revolution, the United States, on President Roosevelt’s initiative, at last granted 
offlcial recognition to the Soviet Government. About the same time Russia ceded 
the eastern Chinese Railway to the Japanese puppet government of Mancliukuo, 
I'he establishment of diplomatic relations with the United* States strengthened 
Stalin’s hand; but, on the whole, he then played from weakness vis-d-vis both 
Germany and Japan. His home front was labouring under the after-cflects of 
collectivization. 
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do not agree to the world being flung into the abyss of a new war on 
account of this treaty.* 

Subsequent events intensified his forebodings. Germany and 
Poland concluded a pact of non-aggression, which made him 
wonder whether Hitler was not playing on the old Polish 
ambition to dominate the Ukraine, an ambition of which 
Marshal Pilsudski had been the most outstanding exponent. 
He was partly reassured when Poland agreed to prolong her 
pact of non -aggression with Russia. At the same time Moscow 
proposed to Berlin the granting of a joint Russo-German 
guarantee of the frontiers and independence of the small Baltic 
states — these states formed a sort of a corridor for any army 
invading Russia. Hitler, not wishing to tie his hands, rejected 
the proposal. Henceforward the preoccupation with the 
security of Russia’s frontiers was uppermost in Stalin’s mind. 
The existing slate of affairs was highly unsatisfactory. The 
northern Baltic route into Russia lay open; the use by an in- 
vader of the central route, through Poland, seemed to depend 
on the ambiguous attitude of the Polish Government; and an 
attack upon Russia’s southern flank might be facilitated by the 
anti-Russian attitude of several Danubian states — it was only 
in the summer of 1934 that Czechoslovakia, Rumania, and Bul- 
garia established diplomatic relations with the Soviets. For the 
first time since Rapallo, the need for a thorough-going revision 
of Soviet foreign policy became apparent to Stalin. 

The diplomatic game that now began between Russia and 
Germany’s western adversaries, the game which was to last till 
the end of the decade, was perhaps the most intricate in modern 
history; and Stalin’s role in it appeared more complex than 
anybody else’s. Yet the complexity of the game was caused not 
by the diversity of the motives and moves of the parties con- 
cerned, but, on the contrary, by their basic simplicity and 
similarity. The many deadlocks and stalemates that ensued 
were very much like those that arise on a chessboard as a result 
of a long continuance of plain and strictly parallel moves on 
both sides of the board. Each of Germany’s ftiture enemies was 
torn Between the illusion that war could be avoided and the 
dim awareness of its inevitability. Each was terrified by the 


‘ J. Stalin, Problems of Lenirdsmy pp. 465-7. 
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danger of isolation, and each made some moves towards build- 
ing up a protective system of alliances. Each shirked definite 
military commitments, fearing that such commitments might 
bring war nearer or bring it nearer to his own frontiers. In 
every member of the future Grand Alliance the hope was alive 
that the impetus of resurrected German militarism might be 
diverted in some direction indifferent to his national interest. 
In each at first the weakness of German militarism induced 
passivity; and each began to play from weakness after Hitler 
has used that passivity in order to build up his war machine. 
Each of the future allies sold space for time and let down allies 
and friends, until no space was left to be sold and no time to be 
bought. 

The parties concerned could not, of course, make their paral- 
lel moves simultaneously. At every phase somebody had to 
lead : somebody had to break the deadlocks ; somebody had to 
be the first to sacrifice the pawns. Thus, in spite of all the 
similarity of the clever moves and tricks on all sides, each side 
paraded its self-righteousness at one moment and each looked 
like the villain of the piece at another. France and Britain 
floundered in appeasement while Russia bravely sounded the 
clarion of collective security. Again, when Britain was glorying 
in the proudest hour of her history, Russia was immersed in 
sordid bargaining with Germany. Then for the duration of the 
Grand Alliance there was mutual forgiveness, to be followed by 
a return to mutual denunciation soon after the cease fire. 


In the course of 1934 Stalin set out on his search for protec- 
tive alliances. Gradually, but not imperceptibly, he switched 
over from opposition to the system of Versailles to its defence. 
In September Russia joined the League of Nations. Hitherto 
the Kremlin and the League had boycotted each other. To 
Lenin the League had been the ‘robbers’ den’, the organization 
designed to enforce the peace of Versailles, to perpetuate 
colonial domination and to suppress movements of emancipa- 
tion all over the world. ‘In order to join the League of Nations’, 
Stalin, too, had argued, ‘one would have, as Comrade Litvinov 
rightly said, to choose between the hammer or the anvil. Well, 
we do not want to be either the hammer for the weak nations. 
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or the anvil for the mighty ones.’* But German revenge was 
worse than Versailles. Litvinov soon became the most ardent 
advocate of a ‘strong’ League that should be capable of curbing 
or punishing aggression. There was a touch of pacifist illusion 
in Stalin’s new-found ardour for the League. The same might 
be said about his attempt to build up an eastern pact. Under 
that pact Russia, Germany, and all countries of eastern Europe 
were to pledge themselves to automatic mutual assistance if 
one of them became the victim of aggression. This Russian 
effort to create an eastern Locarno was strongly supported by 
Barthou, the French Minister for Foreign Affairs; but it was 
defeated by common German and Polish opposition. 

By the beginning of 1935 Stalin had passed from the futile 
attempt at creating a regional, eastern European system of 
defence to plans for alliances with the west. In March 1935 
he received Anthony Eden in the Kremlin. The future Foreign 
Secretary was then only a junior Minister. He had come to 
Moscow after similar visits to Prague and Warsaw. Almost 
simultaneously a senior British Minister, Sir John Simon, visited 
Hitler in Berlin. Eden was, nevertheless, given a cordial wel- 
come at the Kremlin. He was the first of His Majesty’s Mini- 
sters to pay an official visit in Red Moscow after many years 
of friction and hostility. The ice between the two countries 
seemed to be breaking; and Stalin spared nothing that might 
make it break more rapidly. He emerged from the obscurity 
of his General Secretariat and presided over the reception for 
the British guest. Against all Bolshevik custom he ordered 
‘God save the King’ to be played. The visit, however, was not 
meant to produce and did not produce any specific results. 
Later, in May, just after Hitler had reintroduced conscription, 
two other important visitors, Laval and Benes, arrived in 
Moscow. The Russo-French and the Russo-Czech alliances 
were concluded. Both Laval and Benes were entertained by 
Stalin. Although nominally he was not a member of the Soviet 
Government, his participation in parleys with important foreign 
statesmen and in official receptions now became part of normal 
diplomatic procedure. 

One incident of Laval’s visit created a stir. On his return to 
Paris, Laval stated that Stalin had authorized him to say that 

‘ J. Stalin, Sochinenya^ vol. vii, p. 296. 
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he sympathized with France’s effort to strengthen her defences. 
Hitherto the French Communist party, like all other sections 
of the Comintern, had on principle been opposed to national 
defence. Its deputies had invariably voted against military 
expenditure; and its rank and file had carried revolutionary 
propaganda into the armed forces. Stalin's statement sounded 
like a disavowal of that attitude; and there was a touch of 
scandal in the circumstance that he chose to convey it through 
Laval, whom the French left regarded as one of its most vicious 
renegades. For a time the Communist deputies in the French 
Chamber continued to vote against defence expenditure. The 
anti-militarist tradition was still too strong in the party to be so 
unceremoniously flouted. In addition Laval had no intention 
of giving effect to the alliance just concluded ; he delayed its 
ratification in the Chamber and prevented the French military 
leaders from discussing plans of defence with their Russian 
colleagues. The Communists, therefore, had no inducement to 
vote for his military budgets. All the same Stalin’s statement 
foreshadowed an important change in the Comintern. 

This change was made public at the seventh congress of 
the International in the same year. All the theories, tactical 
recipes, and slogans that had been in use since 1928 — the view 
that fascism and democracy were ‘twins’, the ban on co- 
operation with the Social Democratic leaders, and so on — were 
quietly relegated to the lumber rooms of the Comintern. The 
defence of democracy (the adjective ‘bourgeois’ was discreetly 
dropped) against fascism was declared to be the supreme task 
of Labour. Social Democrats and Communists were called 
upon to join hands and to form ‘Popular Fronts’ which were 
to include all middle-class parties and groups, Liberal, Radical, 
and even Conservative, who declared themselves willing to 
stand up against fascism. (This was a most radical departure 
not only from previous tactics but from the basic statutes of 
the Comintern, the famous ‘twenty-one conditions of member- 
ship’ drafted by Lenin and Zinoviev, which had explicitly 
forbidden Communists to coalesce with bourgeois parties.) 
Communists were not to ‘frighten away’ middle-class Liberals 
by unduly radical demands and anti-capitalist slogans. Soon 
after the congress the Communists became the most ardent and 
even vociferous supporters of national defence in the democratic 
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countries. So earnestly did the Comintern enforce this new 
‘line’ that from this point onward it pursued residual anti- 
militarism and pacifism in the ranks of the left as a dangerous 
heresy and it welcomed, as its virtual allies, the men of the 
traditionalist anti-German right, like Mandel in France and 
Churchill in Britain. Manuilsky, Stalin’s mouthpiece in the 
Comintern, who had excelled everybody in his vituperations 
against the Social-Fascists, was replaced by Georgi Dimitrov, 
hero of the Leipzig trial over the Reichstag fire, whose name 
was now the symbol of militant anti-fascism. Stalin demon- 
strated his personal association with Dimitrov on every possible 
occasion — the Bulgarian leader invariably appeared at his side 
at ceremonies and parades. 

Did Stalin sincerely seek alliance with the bourgeois demo- 
cracies of the west? The events of 1939 seem to justify retro- 
spective doubt. But even in 1936 the head of a French military 
mission to Russia wrote: ‘La Russie cherchc a rejeter vers 
rOuest un oragc qu’elle sent monter vers I’Est . . . File ne veut 
pas etre melee au prochain conflit europccn, dans lequel elle 
aspire a jouer comme les fitats-Unis I’ont fait en 1918, le role 
d’arbitrc dans une Europe qui sera cpuisee par une guerre sans 
merci.’* This view seems borne out by the speech of 1925, when 
Stalin spoke of Russia as a spectator of the future war, which 
the French general could not have known. Yet, in spite of all 
this, one feels justified in asserting that in those years, 1935-7 
and even later, Stalin was genuinely striving for an anti-Hitler 
coalition. This course of action was dictated to him by circum- 
stances. Everything then seemed to testify that the Bismarckian 
tradition of the German diplomacy had been utterly defeated. 
At the Nuremberg rally of September 1936 Hitler spoke about 
the Ukraine and Siberia as belonging to the German Lebensraum 
in terms so emphatic and fiery that they seemed to exclude even 
a transient understanding between himself and Stalin. Later 
in the year the leaders of the Axis came together to announce 
the conclusion of the anti-Comintem pact. Throughout all 
that period clashes, some of them serious, were occurring be- 
tween Russian and Japanese frontier troops. The storm seemed 

* These words are from a report by the French General Schweisguth to his 
chiefs fidouard Daladier and Lton Blum. See Georges Bonnet, Defense de la Paix, 
De Washington au Quai Or say, p. 124. 
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to be gathering over Russia in Asia and Russia in Europe. If 
not anti-fascist virtue, then the demands of self-preservation 
drove. Stalin to seek security in a solid system of alliances.* 

His main endeavour now was to persuade the western powers 
to accept definite commitments or to manoeuvre them into such 
commitments. In this he met with frustration after frustration. 
The Russo-French pact of mutual assistance remained a scrap 
of paper, even after Laval had gone and Daladier and Blum 
had been raised to power by the Popular Front. France and 
Britain failed to lift a finger in reply to Hitler’s provocations, 
to his rearmament and his remilitarization of the Rhineland. 
Stalin would have been the last to believe that western appease- 
ment was caused by weakness or shortsightedness. Weakness? 
But two or even three years after Hitler had reintroduced 
conscription, the Wehrmacht could not yet be regarded as a 
serious military force. Like most statesmen, Stalin still saw the 
French army crowned by its laurels of 1914-18; and, as we shall 
see later, he went on overrating it until 1 940. His military and 
diplomatic advisers were telling him, and they were not wrong, 
that at that stage Germany’s adversaries could stop Hitler, at 
least for a time, by the mere threat of military action. Short- 
sightedness? But was it not clear that the coalition of German 
big business, militarism, and nazism was not out merely to right 
the wrongs of Versailles and that Germany’s imperialist am- 
bition would grow with her military power? As we now know, 
weakness and shortsightedness were not absent among the many 
factors that favoured western appeasement. Yet Stalin ap- 
parently made no allowance for such frailties in bourgeois 
democratic statesmen. 

He suspected that the French and the British acquiesced in 
the revival of German militarism because they hoped to turn 
its impetus against Russia, just as he, if he could, would have 

' It was in 1935-6 that a great reform was carried out in the Red Army, 
resulting in its modernization and mechanization. A special feature was the 
reorganization of the infantry from the system of militias to that of a standing 
army. Tukhachevsky, the inspirer of the reform, reported on it to the Central 
Executive Committee of the U.S.S.R. on 15 January 1936. His speech was 
remarkable for its shrewd anticipation of Hitler’s methods of warfare and for its 
extraordinary emphasis on the danger from the Third Reich. Tukhachevsky s 
emphatic warning sharply contrasted with Stalin’s ambiguity. The English 
translation of Tukhache\ sky’s speech was published in the volume Soviet Union 

pp. 369-405* 
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turned it against the west. But even if he had thought that the 
course pursued by the western diplomacies should be attributed 
to defects of mind and character and not to any design against 
Russia, he could not be sure about this; and he had to act so 
as to meet the worst of all possible contingencies. It was 
undeniable that to the British and French ruling circles the 
thought of a coalition with the Soviets was still repugnant even 
though the old hostility towards the Soviets had partly worn 
off; that some leading western statesmen looked upon nazism 
as upon a reliable barrier against Bolshevism; and that a few 
among them did toy with the idea of turning that barrier into 
a battering ram; and that, finally, even among those who saw 
the inescapable need for an alliance with Russia, some won- 
dered whether it would not be sound policy to let Germany 
come to grips with Russia first. 

Behind all the diplomatic manoeuvres, the gestures of friend- 
ship, the cold-shouldering and snubbing, there loomed the old 
ideological antagonism. Stalin tried to disarm the suspicions, 
the fears, and the prejudices of the west by moderation and 
pliability. He tried to lay the ghosts of the past, the giant ghost 
of world revolution first of all. ‘We have never had such plans 
and intentions . . .’, he pleaded with one of his foreign inter- 
viewers, who had mentioned world revolution to him. ‘This is 
the product of a misunderstanding.’ ‘A tragic misunderstand- 
ing?’ the interviewer interrupted. ‘No, a comic one’, was 
Stalin’s reply, ‘or rather a tragi-comic one.’* His assertion was 
a half truth. The Bolsheviks had indeed not planned to export 
ready-made revolutions; they had believed that every revolu- 
tion must grow and mature on its national soil; but they had 
hoped to stimulate the processes of growth. . . . The bourgeoisie 
of the western countries now found it hard to believe that all 
this was merely a comic or tragi-comic misunderstanding. 

Its distrust of Stalin was based not merely on memories. Even 
now Stalin could as little lay the ghost of revolution as he could 
forbid his own shadow to follow him. No matter how moderate 
and ‘purely’ democratic, how constitutional and ‘purely’ patriotic, 
were the slogans he had composed for the Popular Fronts, he 
could not undo the revolutionary potentialities of those ‘Fronts’. 
Willy-nilly, he had to develop those potentialities and use them 
' Pravdoy 5 March 193G. 
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to his advantage. The electoral victories of the Popular Fronts 
in France and Spain almost automatically raised the anti- 
capitalist temper and the confidence of the working classes who 
vaguely believed them to be preludes to root and branch 
reform if not to revolution. The French and Spanish Com- 
munist leaders could not dissociate themselves from that mood 
of the masses. France was shaken by strikes, mass meetings, 
and demonstrations of unseen power. Spain was in the throes 
of civil war. The whole of western Europe was labouring under 
new social strains and stresses. Though the Communist leaders, 
pressed by Moscow, often did their best to pul brakes upon the 
movement, events struck fear into the hearts of the middle 
classes, stirring latent sympathy for fascism and fanning distrust 
of Russia. Thus, by a curious dialectical process, the Popular 
Fronts defeated their own purpose. They had set out to reconcile 
tJie bourgeois west with Russia; they increased the estrange- 
ment. They had intended primarily to press reluctant govern- 
ments into coalition with Russia; but as the strength of their 
pressure grew, it widened the gulf between the would-be allies. 
In the eyes of the French and British upper classes Litvinov’s 
calls for collective security and appeals to British and French 
self-interest became associated with the sit-down strikes, the 
forty-hour week, the high wages, and the other social reforms 
which the Popular Front wrested from France’s stagnant 
economy. 

To achieve its positive objectives a revolution must actually 
take place. But to achieve a negative result, to provoke a 
counter-revolutionary reaction, it need do no more than cast 
a shadow. That reaction was rapidly mounting in France on the 
eve of Munich. The Popular Front was visibly disintegrating; 
and the Russo-French alliance was even less real than before. 
‘France has no confidence in the Soviet Union’, Litvinov told 
a fellow diplomat in March 1938, ‘and the Soviet Union has no 
confidence in France.’* 

The Spanish civil war presented Stalin with similar dilemmas. 
He could not but wish Franco’s defeat, not only because this 
followed from his anti-Fascist policy of the day, but because a 
Fascist regime on the Pyrenees was likely to increase French 
timidity vis-d-vis Germany. The civil war, on the other hand, 

* Joseph E. Davies, Mission to Moscow ^ p. 189. 
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was fraught with revolutionary complications. The working 
classes, armed for the defence of the republican Government, 
might attempt to establish a proletarian dictatorship. Com- 
munist or Anarcho-Communist. The landless peasants, in a 
country as feudal as old Russia, might press for agrarian 
revolution. But if Spain were to have its ‘October’, western 
Europe would be split even more sharply; and the chances of 
agreement between Russia and the west would be even more 
slender. The Comintern therefore instructed its Spanish mem- 
bers to limit themselves to the defence of the legal republican 
Government against Franco. No demands were to be made for 
socialization of industry or expropriation of landlords. Stalin 
ordered Litvinov to join the committee of non-intervention, 
which was formed on Leon Blum’s initiative; and for some time 
Russia was indeed conspicuous by her non-intervention in 
Spanish affairs.* 

Stalin could not, however, persevere in this attitude. For one 
thing Hitler and Mussolini did intervene ; and this alone made 
it very difficult for him, the protector of the left, to keep aloof. 
He, too, intervened, and, through the French Communists, 
urged France to follow his example. The least he hoped for, 
if France did so, was to frighten Hitler and Mussolini off Spain. 
But a bigger issue was at stake as well. If the western demo- 
cracies had intervened, they would have gone a long way 
towards a definite military commitment against Germany. 
From being a European shooting-range, Spain might even have 
become the first real battlefield of the Second World War. It 
was precisely because they feared that the Spanish war might 
become the prelude to world conflict or because they were 
reluctant to help the Popular Front in defeating Franco, or for 
both these reasons, that the western governments persistently 
refused to intervene, even though Hitler and Mussolini were 
the beneficiaries of their inactivity. In the end the wrangle 
over Spain in the committee of non-intervention did much to 
exacerbate the relations between Russia, Britain, and France. 

The contradictions in which Stalin involved himself led 
him to conduct from the Kremlin a civil war within the 
Spanish civil war. The extreme Spanish Anarchists and 

* G. M. Gathornc-Hardy, A Short History of International Affairs^ ig20 to 1938, 
pp. 430-2; Joaquin Maurin, Revolution et Contre-revolution en EspagrUf pp. 13 1, I4r>. 



FOREIGN POLICY AND COMINTERN. II 425 

Anarcho-Syndicalists fretted at the non-revolutionary tactics 
of the Communists. In Catalonia a semi-Trotskyist party, 
the P.O.U.M., tried to bring more social radicalism into the 
struggle. Stalin undertook the suppression of these unorthodox 
elements on the left. He made their elimination from the 
republic’s administration a condition of the sale of Soviet 
munitions to its Government. He dispatched to Spain, together 
with military instructors, agents of his political police, experts 
at heresy-hunting and purging, who established their own reign 
of terror in the ranks of the republicans. As if to underline the 
grotesqueness of this performance, he put Antonov-Ovseenko, 
the hero of 1917 and the ex-Trotskyist, in charge of the purge 
in Catalonia, the stronghold of the ‘heretics’, only to purge 
Antonov-Ovseenko himself after his return from Spain. The 
prime motive behind all these doings was Stalin’s desire to 
preserve for the Spanish Popular Front its republican respect- 
ability and to avoid antagonizing the British and the French 
Governments. He saved nobody’s respectability and he 
antagonized everybody. Conservative opinion in the west, not 
interested in the internecine struggle of the Spanish left and 
confused by the intricacies of Stalin’s policy, blamed Stalin as 
the chief fomenter of revolution. 

One more reason why Russia’s diplomatic stock dropped so 
strongly before Munich, the effect of the purges in Moscow, 
cannot be glossed over. In 1936 British and French generals 
had attended the manoeuvres of the Red Army and had, on the 
whole, been favourably impressed by its technique and martial 
qualities.* The purges inevitably contradicted that impression. 
They looked like ominous cracks in the whole edifice of the 
Soviets. Whether western statesmen and military men believed 
the charges levelled against the defendants to be true or not, 
their conclusions could not but detract from Russia’s value as 
an ally. If so many outstanding politicians, administrators, and 
military men had in fact formed a monster fifth column, it was 
asked, then what was the morale of a nation in which this could 
happen? If the charges were faked, then was not the regime 
that indulged in such practices rotten from top to bottom? The 
issue, as we have seen, was not so simple; but this is how it 
presented itself to outsiders. Nor were the outsiders altogether 
' Lt.-Gcn. Sir Giffard Martel, The Russian Outlook, pp. 13-33. 
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wrong. The purges did have a most damaging effect upon the 
Red Army and the Soviet administration as a whole. But that 
effect was not so disastrous as to preclude a slow, costly, and 
yet sure recovery, even though external stimuli of a most 
extraordinary power were needed for that recovery; and it took 
nothing less than Hitler’s attack to provide them. 


For a great variety of reasons, then, Russia was almost com- 
pletely isolated on the international scene when German ex- 
pansion took on its explosive character. The Munich crisis 
underlined that isolation and made it unendurable. Through- 
out the crisis Stalin kept an uneasy silence, as he was wont to 
do at such moments. But he felt alarmed and humiliated to the 
quick. ‘One might think’, he said a few months later, ‘that 
the districts of Czechoslovakia were yielded to Germany as the 
prize for her undertaking to launch war on the Soviet Union.’* 
He could think of no other reason why Chamberlain and 
Daladier should have helped Hitler, of their own free will, in 
the partitioning of Czechoslovakia. Not only was all the talk 
about collective security now rendered ridiculous; not only was 
the League of Nations, and its Council of which Russia was a 
permanent member, by-passed and ignored; not only was 
Russia snubbed by Britain, with whom she had no formal com- 
pact; but France had as good as torn up her alliance with 
Russia in the eyes of the whole world. The alliances between 
Russia and France, France and Czechoslovakia, Russia and 
Czechoslovakia had been interlinked. France and Russia had 
been committed to take up arms in defence of Czechoslovakia ; 
but Russia had been under the obligation to go to war only 
after France had already done so. Ignoring her ally’s interests 
and amour propre^ treating her future enemy like an actual ally 
and her nominal ally almost like an enemy, France invited 
Russia to repay her in her own coin. (‘We, too, can be perfidious 
if we choose’, Stalin might then have said to himself in the words 
of ‘The Scythians’.) Formally, of course, Britain had had no 
obligations vis-a-vis either Russia or Czechoslovakia; but as 
Chamberlain, rather than Daladier, had been the initiator of 
the Munich deal, Britain, too, inflicted the insult and the injury. 

' J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism^ p. 604. 
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In the middle of the crisis Stalin ordered Litvinov to tell the 
Czechs that Russia v^as ready to go to war in Czechoslovakia’s 
defence, provided the French, too, carried out their obligation. 
The Poles were warned that if they invaded Czechoslovakia they 
would be guilty of an act hostile to Russia. As France, com- 
mitting a breach of faith, did not carry out her obligation, 
Russia had no need to keep to hers; but she committed no 
breach of faith. The Poles invaded Czechoslovakia and were 
told by Moscow that they had not, after all, been guilty of any 
act hostile to Russia. Once again, the question arises whether 
Stalin was really prepared to do in 1938 what he was not willing 
to do in 1939. Did he mean to keep the pledge which Litvinov 
repeated to the Czechs at the critical hour? If the west had then 
gone to war, would Stalin then have sensationally contracted 
out of it, all the same? The historian of those events may in- 
dulge in such speculation; but he has no means of knowing what 
were Stalin’s innermost thoughts in September 1938. If Stalin 
is to be judged by his conduct at the time, there is nothing with 
which he can be reproached. To the last he demonstrated his 
readiness to fight, somewhat in the style of that brave soldier 
whom only an ill-timed cease-fire prevented from accomplishing 
a great feat of arms — only that this time the fire had not even 
been opened. It is probable that before Munich Stalin was in 
a different mood than after. The partition of Czechoslovakia 
changed the balance of forces in eastern Europe to Russia’s 
grave disadvantage. The risk in Stalin’s eyes was greater in 1939 
than in 1938. His suspicion that the west was trying to unleash 
Germany on Russia was also stronger then ; and so, correspond- 
ingly, was his desire to have his own back on the west. 

The unwritten maxim of Munich was to keep Russia out of 
Europe. Not only the great and seemingly great powers of the 
west wished to exclude Russia. The Governments of the small 
eastern European nations as well squealed at the great bear: 
‘Stay where you are, stay in your lair.’ Some time before 
Munich, when the French and the Russians were still dis- 
cussing joint action in defence of Czechoslovakia, the Polish 
and the Rumanian Governments categorically refused to agree 
to the passage of Russian troops to Czechoslovakia. They 
denied the Red Army the right of passage not merely because 
they were afraid of communism; they fawned on Hitler. A 
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characteristic incident, one of many, showed Stalin their state 
of mind : shortly before Munich half a dozen Russian aircraft 
were flown across Rumania to Czechoslovakia ; and, though the 
Russians observed all traffic regulations, the incident provoked 
a protest, first from Colonel Beck, the Polish Foreign Minister, 
and then from his Rumanian colleague.^ There were many 
such insults and pinpricks, which rankled a long time after. 

It must have been shortly after Munich that the idea of a new 
attempt at a rapprochement with Germany took shape in Stalin’s 
mind. The great hopes for peace, fostered by the authors of 
Munich, had quickly faded. It was obvious that Hitler would 
now seek to avoid a dispersal of his forces and concentrate them 
either against the west or against the east. This was the moment 
for Stalin to try to influence Hitler’s decision. But the risk of 
any overtures was great: if Hitler rejected them, Russia’s 
championship of the anti-fascist coalition would be com- 
promised and no advantage gained; and the British and French 
Governments might have an excuse for giving Hitler a free 
hand in the east. The job that Stalin was now about to tackle 
required the utmost tactical elasticity. For a time he would 
have to run with the hare and hunt with the hounds, and to 
take care that the hare should not notice his presence among 
the hounds. He could, of course, try to sound Hitler by the 
normal diplomatic means; but these did not seem reliable. 
The German Ambassador in Moscow, Count von Schulenburg, 
a diplomat of the Bismarckian school, favoured Russo-German 
co-operation; but precisely because of this his views were not 
typical of those of the German Foreign Office, let alone of 
Hitler himself. The Russian Ambassador in Berlin, Merekalov, 
was a third-rate diplomat, to whom the men who really mattered 
in the Third Reich were almost inaccessible. Apart from this, 
secret exchanges might give rise to damaging indiscretions. 
Stalin decided, shrewdly enough, that it would be best for 
himself to make in public a veiled and yet transparent overture. 

The eighteenth congress of the party, which assembled, after 
an interval of four years, in the first days of March 1939, gave 
him his opportunity. As General Secretary he was, as usual, 
to survey the domestic and foreign events of the preceding four 
years. His speech, the highlight of the congress, was certain to 
* Georges Bonnet, Defense de la Paix, De Washington au Quai d'Orsay, pp. 121-40. 
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be listened to abroad with just enough attention to make sure 
that no important hint meant for foreign consumption was 
missed. On the other hand, any veiled overtures, made as if 
en passant, in a routine report of the General Secretary, were 
sure to sound less sensational than they would have sounded in 
any other context. When at last, on lo March, Stalin delivered 
his address, that part of it in which he spoke about the inter- 
national situation was a rare masterpiece of double entendre, 

‘A new imperialist war’, he stated, ‘is already in its second 
year, a war waged over huge territory, stretching from Shanghai 
to Gibraltar and involving over 500 million people.’* The term 
‘a new imperialist war’ vaguely suggested that he viewed all 
the future belligerents as imperialists, from whom it behoved 
Russia to keep aloof. He went on to point to the connexion 
between an approaching slump and the war. But then he 
bluntly described Germany, Italy, and Japan as the ‘aggressive 
countries’ and said that they would soon try to escape from a 
very severe slump into world war. Dwelling on the economic 
background of diplomacy, he underlined the economic and also 
the potential military supremacy of the United States and Great 
Britain. The realism of his remarks lay not only in the correct 
valuation of the powers, but also in the tacit assumption that 
the United States would eventually join in the war, an assump- 
tion which at the time seemed far-fetched. Then followed a 
blunt attack on western appeasement : ‘The war is being waged 
by aggressor states, who in every way infringe the interests of 
the non-aggressive states, primarily England, France, and the 
U.S.A., while the latter draw back and retreat, making con- 
cession after concession to the aggressors.’ In a closely reasoned 
argument he analysed the motives of the appeasers : their fear 
of revolution, their attitude of neutrality towards the aggressors 
and their victims, and their desire to let Germany and Russia 
‘weaken and exhaust one another; and then when they had 
become weak enough, to appear on the scene with fresh strength 
. . . and to dictate conditions to the enfeebled belligerents. 
That would be cheap and easy.’^ So far, his speech, for all its 
acid criticisms, still sounded like one of Litvinov’s appeals for 
collective security. It suggested that Russia was not willing to 
in a single-handed fight but that she would join a 
* J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism^ p. 596. * Ibid., p. 603. 
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broad anti-Nazi coalition. But then he suddenly turned round 
to say that there were no ‘visible grounds’ for any conflict 
between Russia and Germany, even though the west would like 
to egg on Russia against Germany. In coarsely sarcastic lan- 
guage he derided the western friends of nazism who had been 
tempting the Third Reich to attack Russia but had been dis- 
appointed by the Nazi leaders. The responsible Nazi leaders, 
he implied, were not among ‘German madmen’, dreaming 
about the conquest of the Ukraine, for whom Russia would find 
‘enough straitjackets’. He summed up by listing the objectives 
of liis foreign policy, objectives that were mutually incompatible. 
He wanted Russia to do business with all countries, even though 
he himself had so emphatically argued that the time for normal 
business had passed and that world war was imminent. He 
wanted Russia to improve her relations with all her neighbours 
as long as they did not act ‘directly or indirectly’ against her 
interests — this was the principle of the sacred egoism of the 
Socialist state. At the same time he pledged Russia’s support 
to all victims of Nazi aggression. He thus put all his irons into 
the fire. He pleaded with France, Britain, and the United 
States for determined action against the aggressors and thun- 
dered against appeasement; and he pleaded with the aggressors 
that they should leave Russia in peace, hinting that, if they did 
so, he, Stalin, would produce his own version of appeasement, 
his own Munich, worthy of Chamberlain’s. The anti-Nazi 
motif of his argument was by far the more emphatic one ; the 
appeaser’s ballon d'essai was extremely elusive. He was still 
anxious to keep the door wide open for agreement with Britain 
and France; his other door, through which Ribbentrop was 
eventually to enter, he kept only ajar. A week after he had put 
out his feelers, he ordered Litvinov to denounce Hitler’s march 
into Prague and to declare that Russia would not recognize the 
Nazi Protectorate. 

Only the highlights of the story which unfolded in the follow- 
ing months can be recalled here. On i8 March, the day on 
which Litvinov denounced the Nazi occupation of Prague, the 
British Foreign Office asked what would be Russia’s attitude if 
Rumania became a victim of aggression. Moscow proposed a 
conference of Britain, France, Rumania, Poland, Turkey, 
and Russia, a conference which, in the circumstances, would 
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have amounted to an anti-German confederation, with Russia 
as one of its chief leaders. Chamberlain refused even to con- 
sider the proposal.* A few days later he announced the Anglo- 
Polish pact of mutual assistance, quickly followed by British 
guarantees of the independence and integrity of Rumania and 
Greece. Only after Britain had thus, against her tradition, 
committed herself in eastern Europe, did her diplomacy make 
a remote approach to the strongest power in that part of the 
world. On 15 April Russia was asked whether she would agree 
to guarantee the frontiers of Poland and Rumania. This was 
to be ‘a unilateral guarantee’. The bear was still asked to stay 
in his lair, but he was also asked to come out of it and return to 
it according to the wishes of his small neighbours, who might 
be in need of his help. 


On 17 April Stalin’s diplomacy made two moves in opposite 
directions. He refused to enter, at the behest of Britain, into 
any one-sided commitment vis-i-vis Poland and Rumania. 
Instead he proposed the conclusion of an alliance and military 
convention between Britain, France, and Russia, after which 
the three powers were jointly to guarantee all the countries 
between the Baltic and the Black Sea against aggression. On 
the same day, however, the Soviet Ambassador in Berlin, Mere- 
kalov, on routine business in the German Foreign Office, 
cautiously broached the subject of Russo-German rapprochement. 
Stalin \vatched the reactions to his two moves. Those that 
came from Paris and London were utterly discouraging. The 
western powers, so it seemed, wished to be able to call on Russia 
as an ally in reserve, but were determined to avoid a formal 
coalition or, failing that, to deny her any real influence in 
shaping the fortunes of that coalition. They rated Poland’s 
military strength as high, if not higher, than Russia’s. The 
countries between the Baltic and the Black Sea again loudly 
declared that they wanted no alliance with their neighbour. 
The Baltic governments feared that the freedom of military 
action in their lands, which Stalin demanded for himself, im- 

■ Winston S. Churchill, The Second World War^ vol. i, p. 273; L. B. Namier, 
Diplomatic Prelude^ p. 83; Istotya Diplomatii, vol. iii, p. 673. A similar proposal made 
by Moscow after the Nazi conquest of Austria had also been reject^. 
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plied a threat to their independence. The threat was to prove 
only too real ; but it was also true that Stalin had a strong case : 
he should not be expected to incur the risk of war if he was not 
allowed to defend the Baltic approaches to Leningrad and 
Moscow. The Polish Government stated that it had no need 
of the alliance, because in case of war the Polish army would 
be so fully engaged in defending its own soil that it would not 
be able to rush to the succour of the Red Army. Pointing to the 
objections of Russia’s small neighbours, the western govern- 
ments declined the Russian proposals. Stalin considered their 
references to the objections of the Baltic states to have been 
mere excuses; he held that the western powers, if they had 
desired the alliance with Russia, would have either overcome or 
disregarded those objections. Even now, he felt, he could expect 
nothing but obstruction and affront from London and Paris. 

Meanwhile something seemed to stir in the net he had thrown 
into the Spree. On 28 April Hitler made a boisterous speech 
threatening Poland with war. Against his custom, he made not 
a single unfriendly remark on Russia. His newspapers refrained 
from the usual anti-Bolshevik tirades. Towards the end of 
April Stalin was becoming hopeful about his chances with 
Germany, but would not yet risk a break with France and 
Britain. On 3 May he dismissed from the Foreign Office 
Litvinov, the Jew and the man of western orientation, replacing 
him by Molotov, the home-bred Bolshevik, who as an ‘Aryan’ 
was better suited for eventual negotiations with the Nazis, and 
in whom he placed more trust than in Litvinov. 

On 19 May the British Prime Minister made a few parti- 
cularly disparaging remarks in the House of Commons about 
Russia.* On the morrow, on 20 May, Molotov acting on 

' On that day Lloyd George made one of his formidable attacks on Chamber- 
lain, pointing out that as in 1914 the western powers could not go to war against 
Germany without Russia. Chamberlain thus tried to refute the analogy : ‘At that 
time [1914] Russia and Germany had a common frontier, and Poland did not 
exist, but it is a satisfaction to think that, if we should become involved in war, 
there is that great, virile nation on the borders of Germany which under this 
agreement is bound to give us all the aid and assistance it can. . . . The direct 
participation of the Soviet Union in this matter might not be altogether in accor- 
dance with the wishes of some of the countries for whose benefit, or on whose 
behalf, these arrangements were being made.’ In the same debate Churchill 
pressed the Government for a pact with Russia 'in the broad and simple form 
proposed by the Russian Soviet Government*. Tf you are ready’, Churchill said, 
‘to be an ally of Russia in time of war, . . . why should you shrink from becoming 
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Stalin’s instructions established contact with Count von 
Schulenburg. The German had expressed the wish to renew 
trade negotiations that had previously broken down. Referring 
to this, Molotov remarked that a ‘political basis’ should first be 
created for such negotiations. In vain did the German Ambas- 
sador try to induce Molotov to say what he had in mind. 
‘Herr Molotov’, von Schulenburg reported to Berlin, ‘had 
apparently determined to say just so much and not a word 
more. He is known for this somewhat stubborn manner.’* 
Evidently it was Stalin who instructed Molotov ‘to say just so 
much and not a word more’.^ Having made the first move, 
Stalin expected Hitler to make the next. But Hitler, too, would 
not yet commit himself. Stalin now allowed only an obscure 
official, the Counsellor of the Russian Embassy in Berlin, 
George Astakhov, to sound more freely the German Foreign 
Office and to drop meaningful remarks. In case of failure, 
Stalin could easily disavow Astakhov and make him a scape- 
goat. In his caution Stalin went so far as to recall Merekalov, 
the Ambassador, from Berlin and to keep him away from his 
post throughout the spring and the summer. The Ambas- 
sador’s prolonged absence was doubly useful: it burdened 
Moscow with less formal responsibility for Astakhov’s contacts, 
and it served to camouflage their actual importance. 

By the end of June Stalin’s manoeuvres in Berlin as well as 
in London and Paris had seemingly come to a standstill. In all 
capitals there was the same distrust and the same playing for 
time. But in the silent multilateral trial of nerves. Hitler’s 
nerves seemed to give way first. By devious routes, through 
Ciano, Stalin learned that Germany was ready to switch to a 
pro-Russian attitude. He did not know that Ribbentrop was 
impatiently pressing his embassy in Moscow to make the 
Russians show their hand. ‘We could not drag Molotov and 

the ally of Russia now, when you may by that very fact prevent the breaking out 
of war? I cannot understand all these refinements of diplomacy and delay . . . 
(L. B. Namier, Diplomatic Prelude, pp. 167-9). If Churchill could not understand 
those ‘refinements’, what wonder that they looked altogether sinister to Stalin? 

* Nazi-Soviet Relations, pp. 5 - 7 . 

* In the later phases of the negotiations neither Molotov, who was then Prime 
Minister and Foreign Secretary, nor Mikoyan, the Minister of Foreign Trade, 
both members of the Politbureau, concealed from their German partners the fact 
that they were referring every detail of their parleys back to Stalin and that the 
decisions were Stalin’s. Nazi-Soviet Relations, pp. 86 and 134. 
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Mikoyan through the Brandcnburgcr Tor*, the Embassy 
answered half apologetically.* On 22 July, when the clouds 
had already gathered thick and low over Poland, the Russians 
at last agreed to talk about trade, without insisting that the 
‘political basis’ be laid first. But three days later London and 
Paris at last agreed to send their military missions to Moscow. 
Leading the double game into its decisive phase, Stalin con- 
tinued to insure and reinsure his flanks. He still kept his front 
doors open for the British and the French and confined the 
contact with the Germans to the back stairs. He detailed the 
most important army chiefs and the Commissar of Defence, 
Voroshilov, to the talks with the western military missions. The 
main burden of the contact with the Nazis was still on Astakhov. 

Even now, when so many documents on these events have 
been published, it is still impossible to say confidently to which 
part of the game Stalin then attached the greater importance : 
to the plot acted on the stage or to the subtle counter-plot which 
he was spinning in the twilight of the coulisse. What is certain 
is that, if the western governments had wanted to drive him 
into Hitler’s arms, they could not have set about doing so more 
effectively than they did. The Anglo-French military mission 
delayed its departure for eleven precious days. It wasted five 
days more en route, travelling by the slowest possible boat. 
When it arrived in Moscow its credentials and powers were 
not clear. The governments whose prime ministers had not 
considered it beneath their dignity to fly to Munich almost at 
Hitler’s nod, refused to send any official of ministerial standing to 
negotiate the alliance with Russia. The servicemen sent for 
military talks were of lesser standing than those sent, for in- 
stance, to Poland and Turkey.^ If Stalin intended an alliance, 
the way he was treated might almost have been calculated to 
make him abandon his intention. If his objective was, on the 
contrary, to come to terms with Hitler, and he negotiated with 
the western powers in order to obtain a moral alibi and to be 
able to blame the British and the French for the abortion of the 
great and long-heralded anti-Nazi coalition, then the British 
and the French provided him with that alibi, gratuitously and 
with baffling zeal. 

' NaeiSouiet Relations, p. 31. 

^ L. B. Namier, Diplomatic Prelude, pp. 188-9. 
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Early in the summer of 1939 mind was probably not yet 
made up. His old idea that it would be best for Russia to stay 
out of the war had certainly lost nothing of its attraction. 
Nothing would suit him better than to be first a spectator and 
then an arbiter in the contest to come. This ambition he could 
satisfy only by a deal with Hitler: an alliance with the west 
would have obliged Russia to fight from the first day of the war. 
This consideration, then, disposed Stalin to seek accommoda- 
tion with his arch-enemy. But would Hitler, too, be willing to 
strike a bargain? A month before the outbreak of the war 
Stalin still had no answer to this question. Up to the end of 
July things had not actually progressed beyond vague soundings, 
i.e. not beyond the point reached in the early spring. Not a 
single specific move had since been made to prepare the 
Russo-German agreement. Given this situation, Stalin must, 
on the other hand, have feared that not only would he be un- 
able to keep Russia out of the war, but that, isolated from the 
west, she might be the next victim of German aggression. True, 
between Russia and Germany there was still Poland, the imme- 
diate object of Hitler’s threats; and the western powers were 
committed to come to Poland’s aid. But, as Stalin told 
Churchill later, he supposed that the western powers might 
abandon Poland as they had abandoned Czechoslovakia; and 
that then Germany and Russia would directly confront each 
other.* His only insurance against this was, after all, an 
alliance with the western powers. Much as he preferred a deal 
with Hitler, he was probably still ready, in view of all the un- 
certainties, to join hands with that side that would be the first to 
come along and grasp his hand. He would probably have 
joined the anti-Hitler coalition if the terms offered by the 
western powers had allowed Russia to play in it the role he 
considered to be due to her. Less than three weeks before 
Ribbentrop’s visit to Moscow, Schulenburg reported to Berlin : 
‘My overall impression is that the Soviet Government is at 
present determined to sign with England and France, if they 
fulfil all Soviet wishes.’^ 

In the first half of August a sharp turn occurred. Hitler 
unmistakably began suing for Stalin’s friendship. The suitor 

* Winston S. Churchill, The Second World War, vol. i, p. 305. 

^ Nazi-Soviet Relations ^ p. 41. 
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became more and more importunate with every day that passed. 
Astakhov reported growing impatience in the German Foreign 
Office for a friendly settlement with Russia. On 3 August 
Schulenburg conveyed to Molotov a message from Ribbentrop, 
almost recanting the anti-Comintern pact and promising 
‘respect for Soviet interests in Poland and in the Baltic states’.' 
Stalin’s mind was now made up. He would, after all, be able 
to stay out of the war. But he was in no hurry yet to clasp hands 
with Hitler. His answer was still : 

If thou dost love, pronounce it faithfully: 

Or if thou think’st I am too quickly won, 
ril frown and be perverse and say thee nay, 

So thou wilt woo . . . 

Shaking his head, Molotov gravely told Schulenburg that he 
saw no change of heart in Germany yet. He opposed a German 
suggestion that a preamble about Russo-German friendship be 
inserted in the draft of the trade agreement to be concluded; 
and he continued to make broad hints to Schulenburg that 
Germany was making itself guilty of aggression against Poland.* 
When Ribbentrop, now really burning with impatience, begged 
for an appointment with Stalin, he was put off at first; and 
Stalin let Molotov answer Schulenburg’s repeated queries with 
the invariable refrain that ‘long preparations’ were needed for 
the visit of Hitler’s envoy. So now at last he, the pariah of diplo- 
macy, was being courted by the man before whom Europe 
trembled. 


The time when Stalin finally resolved no longer to ‘frown 
and be perverse’ can be indicated with some precision — it was 
about 3.15 p.m. on 19 August. Early that afternoon Schulen- 
burg once again requested Molotov to fix the date for his 
master’s visit. Molotov, ‘unaffected’ by the German Ambas- 
sador’s protests, again said that ‘it was not possible even 
approximately to fix the time of the journey since it required 
thorough preparation ’. 3 Ribbentrop, he complained, had so 
far, in any case, offered him a pig in a poke. At 3 p.m. Molotov 
parted with the German Ambassador and hastened to report 

' Mazi-Soviet Relations, pp. 39-41. ^ Ibid., pp. 41, 47. ’ Ibid., p. 64. 
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his conversation to Stalin. It was then that Stalin instructed 
Molotov immediately to call back Schulenburg, to hand him 
a draft of a pact, and to tell him that he, Stalin, would be ready 
to receive Ribbentrop in about a week. At 3.30 p.m. Molotov 
was again in touch with the German Ambassador. The next 
day Hitler personally requested Stalin to receive his envoy two 
or three days earlier.* War was imminent, and every day 
counted. Stalin consented. This was the first time the two men 
exchanged personal messages. Hitler’s was grandiloquent and 
pompous. He declaimed about ‘long-range policy’, ‘bygone cen- 
turies’, &c. He could not refrain from shouting threats against 
Poland in hysterical soap-box style even while he was supposed 
to be whispering statesmanlike into Stalin’s ear. He used 
abundantly the first person singular: ‘I accept’, ‘I welcome’, 
‘My Minister’, ‘this means to me’. Stalin’s reply was correctly 
polite, concise, almost cool for the occasion and almost im- 
personal: ‘. . . The Soviet Government has authorized me to 
inform you that it agrees to Herr von Ribbentrop’s arriving in 
Moscow on 23 August.’^ 

In the course of two meetings in the Kremlin, on the evening 
of 23 August and late the same night, the partners thrashed out 
the main issues of common interest and signed a pact of non- 
aggression and a ‘secret additional protocol’. In the pact they 
undertook to remain strictly neutral towards each other if one 
of them should be involved in war. The document contained 
no assurances of friendship, except for the obligation of the two 
governments to settle their disputes ‘through friendly exchange 
of opinion’. Stalin could not have had the slightest doubt that 
the pact at once relieved Hitler of the nightmare of a war on 
two fronts, and that to that extent it unleashed the Second World 
War. Yet he, Stalin, had no qualms. To his mind the war 
was inevitable anyhow: if he had made no deal with Hitler, 
war would still have broken out either now or somewhat later, 
under conditions incomparably less favourable to his country. 
He did not feel an incendiary — it was Hitler who was setting 
fire to the world. He, Stalin, was merely diverting the con- 
flagration away from Russia. He expected Poland, as sub- 
sequent events demonstrated, to resist longer than she did. But 
he had no doubt that Poland would succumb and that the 
* Ibid., pp. 65-7. * Ibid., p. 69. 
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western powers would not be able or willing to give her effective 
help.* Consequently he saw Germany shifting her jumping-off 
ground for possible attack against Russia several hundred miles 
eastwards. His task, as he saw it, was to reduce the strategic 
risk with which the change was fraught; and reduce it he could 
only by taking part in the dismemberment of Poland. This was 
arranged for in the ‘secret protocol*. Thus he now came to drop 
the favourite maxim of his foreign policy: ‘We want not a single 
foot of anybody’s land.’ 

The era of Russia’s territorial expansion had begun. Stalin’s 
immediate motive was the search for security, the same search, 
mutatis mutandis^ which, in the eighteenth century, made the 
Tsars, afraid of the growth of the Prussian military state, take 
part in three partitions of Poland. By this, the fourth partition, 
Russia was at first allotted the whole territory bounded in the 
west by the rivers Narev, Vistula, and San. Her frontier posts 
were to be placed in the suburbs of Warsaw, on the eastern bank 
of the Vistula. The secret protocol also allotted Finland, 
Estonia, and Latvia to the Russian ‘sphere of influence’, leaving 
Lithuania on the German side. Russia thus obtained the defen- 
sive glacis for her second capital, Leningrad, which had been 
badly exposed. In the south, her right to reincorporate 
Bessarabia was recognized; and Germany declared herself to 
be ‘politically disinterested’ in the Balkans.^ The wording of 
the secret protocol was vague, because, as Ribbentrop explained 
later, the partners were still full of mutual distrust and feared 
disclosures and blackmail.^ It was not stated what was meant 
by ‘spheres of influence’, but it was taken for granted that this 
implied any form of domination, including plain possession. 
The fate of the Balkan countries was not even discussed in any 
detail. At this stage Stalin could have dictated his terms in the 
Balkans, too, for Hitler, anxious to obtain a free hand, was very 
generous with other people’s lands. But Stalin was acting only 
from immediate motives of security, without pursuing expan- 
sion for its own sake; and as Germany was not moving into the 

‘ ‘We formed the impression’, Stalin told Churchill three years later, ‘that the 
British and French Governments were not resolved to go to war if Poland were 
attacked, but that they hoped the diplomatic line-up of Britain, France, and Russia 
would deter Hitler. We were sure it would not’ (Winston S. Churchill, The 
Second World War, vol. i, p. 305). 

* Nazi-Soviet Relations, p. 78. 


* Ibid., pp. 157-8. 
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Balkans, he did not move either. The exception was Russian- 
speaking Bessarabia, whose annexation by Rumania during the 
revolution had never been recognized by Moscow. 

What were Stalin’s ideas about the war? How solid did he 
think was his agreement with Hitler? It is not known whether 
at that stage he looked back to the historical precedent, which 
he was so frequently to invoke after 1941 — the alliance and the 
war between Alexander I and Napoleon. But often he did 
behave as if he had that precedent before his eyes. He now 
had his peace of Tilsit, though, unlike his crowned predecessor, 
he had not met his partner on a raft fixed in the middle of a 
river. After Tilsit, Alexander I had a breathing space of four 
years, and he clashed with Napoleon only towards the end of 
a long series of wars. That Stalin hoped for a respite of similar 
length follows from almost every step he took before Hitler 
disillusioned him in June 1941. That he had little confidence 
in Hitler’s victory is equally certain. His purpose now was to 
win time, time, and once again time, to get on with his economic 
plans, to build up Russia’s might and then throw that might into 
the scales when the other belligerents were on their last legs.* 

That such were his views can be inferred even from his talks 
with Ribbentrop. Of these we have only Ribbentrop’s record, 
which is not very complete and may be inaccurate on some 
points, but which, nevertheless, reproduces Stalin’s part in a 
fashion which seems true to character. No other version has 
been produced by the Soviet sources, and surely they would 
have hastened to point out any flagrant inaccuracies in Ribben- 
trop’s account.^ 

Stalin and Hitler’s envoy talked to each other in the specious 
tone of reconciled enemies who are trying to disguise with false 
and over-emphatic cordiality a long record of hostility. ‘Tell 

* ^Lastly wc require time*, Stalin had said at the congress in March. ‘Yes, Com- 
rades, time. Wc must build new factories. Wc must train new cadres for industry. 
But this requires time, and no little time at that. Wc cannot outstrip the principal 
capitalist countries economically in two or three years’ [Problems of Leninismy p. 6i i). 
Both Stalin and Molotov at the congress spoke about Russia’s economic achieve- 
ments with relative sobriety and restraint, which strikingly contrasted with earlier 
over-optimism. The new tone was needed to justify indirectly extreme caution in 
foreign policy. 

* Wherever this was possible, the author has checked the versions of diplomatic 
events in Moscow, as given in Nazi-Soviet RelationSy with leading diplomatic 
{Personalities involved in these events. 



440 STALIN: A POLITICAL BIOGRAPHY 

me’, says one of them in effect, ‘what dirty trick did you try 
on me on this or that occasion? I may also tell you a few inside 
stories that will interest you.’ The reconciled foes affect bon- 
homuy drink and laugh and let themselves go, but each is on 
guard and wary of letting out a single important item of 
information or making a single untimely move. They promise 
each other endless friendly services, apart from the deal they 
are about to conclude; but none of these promises will be kept. 

Such was, indeed, the friendly gossip between Stalin and 
Ribbentrop. The English, says Ribbentrop, have spent five 
million pounds to bribe Turkish politicians. Oh, Stalin butts 
in, they have spent more than that, I can assure you. The 
conversation shifts to the anti-Comintern pact. Only the City 
of London and small British merchants have got excited over 
that, Stalin swaggeringly remarks. You know, Ribbentrop 
grows familiar, in Berlin they say that you, too, are going to join 
the anti-Comintern soon. Jokes alternate with pin-pricks. Every 
now and then Stalin implies that he still regards Hitler as the 
aggressor and that, though Hitler may want war, the German 
people want peace. Stalin ‘comments adversely’ on the British 
military mission in Moscow, on whom he has just sprung the 
surprise of his pact with Hitler, obviously relishing their 
bewilderment and humiliation. But he tells Ribbentrop nothing 
of the content of his long negotiations with the British and the 
French, gives him none of the military information, important 
or unimportant, exchanged between the military missions. He 
puts Ribbentrop off by the remark that the British military 
mission ‘never told the Soviet Government what it really 
wanted’. Then again, Ribbentrop offers his own and the 
Fiihrer’s services in bringing about a detente between Japan and 
Russia, only to hear from Stalin that he, the Caucasian, knows 
the Asiatics better than Ribbentrop.® (We shall soon hear 
Stalin dropping again this characteristic remark: ‘I am an 
Asiatic.’) Ribbentrop has another ‘friendly service’ up his 
sleeve : he has been instructed by Hitler to tell Stalin that Ger- 
many is not interested in Constantinople and the Straits. But, 
although Turkey has been discussed, Constantinople and the 
Straits are not even mentioned, evidently because Stalin, con- 
trary to Hitler’s expectation, has not yet developed any interest 
' Nazi-Soviet Relations ^ p. 251 . 
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in the topic. He merely nods assent when Hitler’s envoy com- 
plains of the unreliability of the Turks. 

He tries to draw Ribbentrop out on Italy’s military plans, but 
obtains little enlightenment. The conversation then shifts to 
England and France. Stalin comments on Britain’s inadequate 
armament and vents his anti-English feelings: ‘If England 
dominates the world . . . this is due to the stupidity of the other 
countries that always let themselves be bluffed. It is ridiculous, 
for example, that a few hundred British should dominate India’ ; 
but he adds that ‘England, despite its weakness, will wage war 
craftily and stubbornly’, a view which is obviously not shared 
by the Nazi Foreign Minister.' Nor does Ribbentrop agree 
with Stalin’s high opinion of the French army. Here we reach 
the major premiss of Stalin’s policy, and his major blunder: he 
expected Britain and France to hold their ground against 
Germany for a long time; he appreciated correctly Britain’s 
military weakness and her determination to fight ; he overrated 
France’s military strength; and he underrated Germany’s 
striking power. He v/as the last man to suppose that he would 
have to meet the second anniversary of his pact with Hitler 
with the cry : ‘Death to the German invader.* 

• •••••••• 

Stalin’s first, not very important, miscalculation was already 
apparent in the first days of September. He was surprised by 
the rapidity with which Polish armed resistance collapsed. 
When, on 5 September, Ribbentrop began to press the Russians 
to march into their share of Poland, Stalin was not yet ready 
to issue the marching orders.^ He was now given over to 
scruples and second thoughts. He would not openly lend a 
hand in defeating Poland, and he refused to budge before 
Poland’s collapse was complete beyond doubt. His second 
thoughts concerned the fixed demarcation line which left part 
of ethnical Poland on the Russian side. This he was in no mood 
now to annex, for that would be too flagrant a violation of the 

* Ibid., pp. 72-6. 

* Ibid., p. 91. The error about Poland, almost endemic, reflected the illusory 
nature of that scale of international power which prevailed between the wars. 
As long as Germany was disarmed and Russia half disarmed, the importance of the 
Polish army was naturally inflated beyond measure. But the illusory scale of 
power was still in use, even after the real relationship of power had fundamentally 
changed. 
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professed principles of Bolshevik policy. He now preferred to 
shift the demarcation line farther east, from the Vistula to the 
Bug, so that only lands with a predominantly Ukrainian and 
Byelorussian population should be left on the Russian side. 
The reunion of those lands with the Soviet Ukraine and Byelo- 
russia could be politically justified.* It would permit the Red 
Army to cross the frontier not as a conqueror of Poland but 
as the liberator of the Ukrainians and the Byelorussians, the 
‘blood brethren’ as he now called them, having caught a germ 
of racialism from his Nazi partners. While Stalin delayed 
action, Ribbentrop began blackmailing him with a political 
‘vacuum’ in eastern Poland, in which ‘new states’ might spring 
into being. ^ The ‘new states’ could be headed only by anti- 
Soviet Ukrainian nationalists. Hitler also objected to a com- 
munique proposed by Stalin, which was to state that the Red 
Army had crossed the border to protect the Ukrainians and 
the Byelorussians from the Nazis. Meanwhile, Stalin became 
uneasy as he saw the Wehrmacht operating already in eastern 
Poland; and he asked the German Ambassador for a re- 
assurance that it would withdraw from there.^ For a while he 
reflected whether a Polish rump state should not be set up. 
Then he gave up the idea and issued the marching orders for 
the Red Army. 

At the end of September Ribbentrop was again in the Krem- 
lin, banqueting all night and listening to Stalin’s second 
thoughts. A new bargain was made: Germany retained the 
whole of ethnical Poland, and Lithuania was allotted to the 
Soviet zone. 

Impressed by Hitler’s lightning victory over Poland, Stalin 
lost much of his self-confidence. The phoney war in the west 
made him apprehensive: were the British and the French not 

' Poland acquired these lands under the peace of Riga in 1921. The hope of 
a reunion of all Ukrainian lands was always alive on both sides of the frontier. 
The Ukrainian nationalists strove to achieve reunion and independence from both 
Russia and Poland. The Communists, at times very influential among the 
peasantry of Poland’s ’eastern marches’, aimed at a reunion under the Soviets. 
Even among those Communists who felt uneasy over Stalin’s deal with Hitler, 
the reunion of the Ukrainian lands was extremely popular. As recently as the 
summer of 1939 Trotsky could still write: ’Stalin, Dimitrov and Manuilsky . . . 
are ready to give away the western Ukraine to Poland for ever, in exchange for a 
diplomatic pact’ {BuUeten Oppozitsiif no. 77-8). 

* Pfazi-Soviet Relations, pp. 93-4. 


^ Ibid., p. 98. 
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holding back their fire in order to encourage Hitler to attack 
Russia? Now it was he who was zealously offering friendly 
services to Hitler. The pact of non-aggression was supple- 
mented by a treaty of friendship, which declared that it was an 
exclusive Russo-German task ‘to re-establish peace and order’ 
in Poland and ‘to assure to the peoples living there a peaceful 
life in keeping with their national character’.* The western 
powers had no right to dispute German and Russian acquisi- 
tions. Gone was Stalin’s cool reserve. Before the whole world 
he now assumed co-responsibility for the horrors of the Nazi 
occupation of Poland. He showed himself not merely Hitler’s 
business partner, but also his accomplice. In a special secret 
protocol both governments obliged themselves to work hand 
in hand to suppress Polish propaganda for the restoration of 
Poland’s independence.^ Crowning the work was a joint 
declaration which called for immediate peace and shifted 
responsibility for the continuation of war on England and 
France. 3 In lending his support to this ‘peace offensive’ of 
Hitler’s, Stalin surpassed himself in hypocrisy. Nobody was 
now praying for the prolongation of war more ardently than 
he. If the western powers had now concluded an armistice and 
acquiesced in the German conquest of Poland, Hitler would 
probably have attacked Russia in the summer of 1940. 

This dissimulation was to characterize Stalin’s behaviour 
towards Hitler right up to June 1941 : the more acutely he dis- 
trusted the Fiihrer and feared his aggression, the louder and the 
more ostentatious were his declarations of friendship. His talk 
grew less friendly and his gestures stiffer whenever Hitler’s forces 
seemed to be pinned down far from Russia’s frontiers. There 
was to be give and take in their deal. Stalin, of course, wished 
to give as little as possible and take as much as he could. 
Russia was to supply Germany with grain and raw materials 
and to receive German machines and machine tools. One of 
the first things Stalin did, after the conclusion of the pact, was 
to dispatch his military missions to Germany. With what 
avidity those missions tried, in the first flush of friendship, 
to ferret out the German war factories can be seen from the 
complaints about their ‘excessive curiosity’, which Goring, 
Keitel, and Rader were already lodging at the beginning of 

* Ibid., p. 105. * Ibid., p. 107. ’ Ibid., p. 108. 
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October.* A little later the Nazi economic leaders complained 
that the Russians wanted too many machine tools for the 
production of artillery and too much other war material. 

No sooner had the Polish campaign been finished than Stalin 
began to cast uneasy glances at the vast no-man’s land that lay 
between Russia and Germany. Since August, in fact, the Baltic 
countries had ceased to be a no-man’s land. In September and 
October Russian troops were already garrisoned in Estonia, 
Latvia, and Lithuania. The three countries still retained their 
old regimes and governments; and Stalin acted as if he had no 
intention of doing more than secure strategic bases. For the 
first time he now betrayed a passing anxiety about the Balkans, 
the real no-man’s land. In October, Molotov asked the Bul- 
garians to conclude an alliance with Russia. The Bulgarians 
refused, and Stalin did not pursue the matter. His attention 
was now absorbed by the embarrassing conflict with Finland, 
which had refused to grant Russia strategic bases, needed for 
the defence of Leningrad, or to regard herself as part of the 
Russian sphere of influence. 

The Russo-Finnish war broke out on 30 November 1939. 
That military expediency should impel Stalin to wage this war was 
one of history’s malicious whims : for it was he who had, in the 
first month after the October Revolution, proclaimed Finland’s 
independence. The Finns now defended themselves tooth and 
nail. At first the war brought them important successes. These 
were in part due to accidents of climate and in part to the 
weakness of the Russian command after the recent purges. 
Russia’s prestige and bargaining power sharply declined for a 
time. The adventure threatened grave complications. In 
Britain and France sympathy for Finland ran high; the two 
allied Governments officially promised military aid; armies of 
volunteers were recruited in both countries; and, while an 
uncanny calm reigned over the Siegfried Line and the Maginot 
Line, the French Government announced that a numerous 
army under General Weygand was concentrated in the Middle 
East, opposite Russia’s vulnerable Caucasian frontier. On 
14 December Russia was expelled from the League of Nations, 
which had always been so indulgent towards the Third Reich 
and Fascist Italy. Stalin had some ground for wondering 
* Nazi-Soviet Relations, p. 127. 
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whether the western powers were not going to ‘switch’ the war 
from Germany to Russia. The Finnish game was not worth the 
candle; but he was so deeply involved that he could not with- 
draw from it. It was in this mood of uncertainty that he cele- 
brated his sixtieth birthday in December 1939. used the 
opportunity to assure Hitler of his friendship in a manner as 
ridiculous as it was unworthy: ‘The friendship of the peoples of 
Germany and the Soviet Union’, he cabled Hitler in reply to a 
birthday message, ‘cemented by blood, has every reason to be 
lasting and firm.’* How much would Stalin have given later to 
have this phrase deleted from the records. 

In March 1940 the Finnish war was over. The prestige of 
Russian arms was in part restored. Hitler was now preparing 
his invasions in western Europe; and the fear of a ‘stab in the 
back’ from Stalin was probably not completely absent from his 
mind. Once again the two changed roles. On 28 March 
Ribbentrop cabled his ambassador in Moscow: ‘The Fiihrer 
will not only be particularly happy to welcome Stalin in Berlin, 
but he would also see to it that he would get a reception com- 
mensurate with his position and importance. And he would 
extend to him all the honours that the occasion demanded.’^ 
Stalin was in no hurry to receive the honours or, like another 
Duce, to review parades by Hitler’s side. Not even Molotov 
hastened to accept the invitation. Count von Schulenburg 
sweetened the pill for the Fiihrer and explained Stalin’s reserve 
by his ‘inhibitions against appearing in strange surroundings’.^ 

Soon came the events that gave Stalin the rudest shock — the 
rapid collapse and surrender of France and the withdrawal of 
the British from the Continent. Stalin’s strategic calculations, 
too, now collapsed.'* Fearing a tete-d~tite with Hitler in Europe, 
he bolted the Baltic door to Russia without a moment’s delay. 
Distrusting the Baltic governments, who looked ideologically to 
Berlin rather than to Moscow, he dispatched Zhdanov to 
Estonia, Vyshinsky to Latvia, and Dekanozov to Lithuania, 
with orders to overthrow the governments on the spot, to set 

* Pravda, 25 December 1939. * Nazi-Soviet Relations^ p. 135. 

* Ibid., p. 136. 

^ Ribbentrop was not quite wrong when later in the year he told the Japanese 
Foreign Minister Matsuoka ‘in confidence’ that ‘the Soviet Union wanted the war 
to last as long as possible. . . . The exceedingly rapid defeat of France did not suit 
that sly politician Stalin very well’ (ibid., p. 305). 
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up new Communist-controlled administrations and to prepare 
the incorporation of the three republics in the Soviet Union. 

A new and important shift thus occurred in Stalin’s foreign 
policy. His first move in the Baltic lands, the establishment of 
bases, had been dictated solely by strategic expediency. He had 
apparently had no intention of tampering with their social 
system. His sense of danger, heightened and intensified by the 
collapse of France, now impelled him to stage revolutions in the 
three small countries. For the first time he now departed, in a 
small way, from his own doctrine of socialism in one country, 
the doctrine that he had so relentlessly inculcated into a whole 
Russian generation. He departed from it in the same un- 
premeditated, pragmatic manner in which he had arrived at it. 
But what he did was very different from the spread of revolution 
of which the old Bolsheviks had dreamt. He carried revolution 
abroad on the point of the bayonet or rather on the caterpillars 
of his tanks. The Baltic working classes probably supported the 
socialization of industry he decreed; but what was decisive was 
Russia’s armed power, not the popular sentiment on the spot. 
The old Bolsheviks had, as a rule, imagined revolution primarily 
as a popular movement, as the work of the toiling masses, 
organized and led by their own party. Now, the Red Army 
substituted itself for that party. The upheaval was a mechanical 
by-product of the strategy of a great power. 

Such upheavals could hardly have been carried through in 
any great or even medium-sized country, whose social organism 
pulsated with its own life blood. The three tiny republics with 
their expensive, comic-opera police regimes, were simply 
crushed by the stirring of their great neighbour. They had 
owed their existence in part to Russia’s weakness in 1918 and in 
part to early Bolshevik generosity. Stalin’s Russia was neither 
weak nor generous; and so Stalin appeared on the Baltic coast 
as the collector of old Russian possessions, the claimant to a 
portion of the Tsarist patrimony. Vis-d-vis the outside world he, 
now, in 1940, impersonated that role for the first time. The 
September before he still shrank before the annexation of a 
slice of ethnical Poland which had belonged to the Tsars and 
he had contented himself with lands to which Russia’s ethnical 
claim was at least as valid as Poland’s. Now he annexed the 
Baltic states to which Russia neither had nor pretended to have 
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any ethnical claim whatsoever. Yet he could not openly refer 
to the Tsarist title-deeds— Bolshevik orthodoxy still forbade him 
to do that. Nor did that orthodoxy allow him to admit that he 
was overruling the will of small and weak neighbours for 
strategic reasons, for, by Leninist standards, this smacked of 
imperialism. To save appearances, he falsified the popular will 
and staged plebiscites, in which Estonians, Latvians, and 
Lithuanians begged to be absorbed in the Soviet Union. His 
conduct was not more reprehensible than that of any other 
leader of a great power holding fast to or seizing strategic bases. 
But in appearance it was more odious, because it contrasted 
so sharply with the principles he professed and because he 
resorted to such crude tricks to cover up that contrast.' 

Throughout the summer he watched vigilantly Hitler’s re- 
action to the sovietization of the Baltic states. On the whole, 
Hitler still kept his part of the bargain and did not interfere. 
Nor did he put obstacles in Stalin’s way when Stalin detached 
Bessarabia and northern Bukovina from Rumania. These were 
the last acts of their smooth co-operation. 

Late in the summer of 1 940, during the Battle of Britain, Stalin’s 
tactics became even more tortuous than hitherto. He was still 
sceptical about Hitler’s victories, sweeping and overwhelming 
as these were; but he apparently also reckoned with the possi- 
bility of Britain’s surrender. At any rate, he did his best to give 
Hitler the impression that he, Stalin, believed Hitler’s triumph 
to be almost final and that Russia was ready to adjust herself 
to, and to settle down in, the Nazi ‘new order’. Soon after the 
French surrender, Molotov, knowing well that his words would 
at once be reported to Hitler, told the Italian Ambassador that 
his Government regarded the war as nearly finished and that 
Russia’s main interest was now in the Balkans, where she wanted 
to spread her influence to Bulgaria and to deprive Turkey of 

* Stalin’s treatment of Finland was, of course, different. By the peace of 1940 
Finland had ceded the strategic bases demanded from her, but she was not then 
absorbed in the Soviet Union. In part this was due to the Finns* own attitude — 
an attempt to absorb their country might have led to another war — and to the 
sympathy which the west had shown for their fight. In part, however, Stalin’s 
exceptional 'mildness* towards Finland, now and in 1945 * have been due to 
the fact that he himself had proclaimed her independence. Thw had been his 
first important appearance as Commissar of Nationalities. To this feat he may have 
looked back with enough pride and sentiment to prevent his disavowing his own 
pledge. 
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exclusive control over the Straits. Ostensibly, Stalin was thus 
claiming his share in the spoils of Hitler’s ‘final’ victory. < 
Actually, his claims were dictated by his fear of German en- 
circlement in the south. To Hitler they looked like Russian 
attempts at the encirclement of Germany. Jockeying for posi- 
tions in the Balkans filled the second year of their soi-disant 
friendship. 

While to Hitler Stalin was expressing confidence in a rapid 
conclusion of the war, his diplomatic envoys and agents abroad 
encouraged every sign of resistance to the ‘new order’. The 
newspapers of Moscow, which hitherto had only disparaging 
remarks for the allies, began to report sympathetically the 
Battle of Britain and to call upon French patriots to resist the 
subjugation of their country. Even before this the German 
Foreign Office had had to protest against the anti-Nazi propa- 
ganda in which Madame Kollontai, the Soviet Minister in 
Sweden, had indulged.' 

Such sallies, however, were made stealthily or by people for 
whom Stalin could disclaim responsibility. The dominant tone 
was still one of friendship for Germany. Above all Stalin care- 
fully avoided giving Hitler the impression that he was seeking 
contact with Great Britain, Hitler’s only enemy erect and 
fighting. On the other hand, he had every reason to keep in 
touch with the British. In the beginning of July 1940 he 
personally received the new British Ambassador, Sir Stafford 
Cripps, an honour which, since Ribbentrop’s visit, he had 
bestowed on no other foreign envoy. The new Ambassador had 
distinguished himself as a champion of Anglo-Russian friend- 
ship ; and his appointment was a mark of the importance that 
Winston Churchill even now attached to good relations with 
Russia. It was as awkward for Stalin to acknowledge this ges- 
ture as not to do so. He listened to the British Ambassador on 
the danger that German imperialism spelt to Russia, a danger of 
which he was only too well aware, and — this was more novel — 
on Russia’s exclusive right to maintain the status quo in the 
Balkans and to safeguard her interests in the Straits and in the 
Black Sea. But he refused to show his hand. He denied that 
there was any German threat to Russia and rejected the 
suggestion of Russia’s exclusive rights in the Balkans, though he 

^ Na^-Soviet Relations^ p. 147 . 
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confirmed his desire for a new settlement in the Straits. Wary 
n|r of dropping a single word that could be interpreted as an ex- 
pression of sympathy, he talked in an evasive though not un- 
friendly manner. He held that it was natural for the British 
to want to embroil Russia with Germany and that a single 
incautious phrase of his, especially if it were reported in the 
British newspapers, might precipitate the Russo-German con- 
flict. He carried his caution so far as to instruct Molotov to give 
Count Schulenburg an appropriate version of his conversation 
with the British Ambassador. In that version Stalin was re- 
ported to have talked much more harshly than he did and to 
have uttered flattering remarks about ‘leading German states- 
men’.* 

Even before the Battle of Britain was over, the competition 
between Russia and Germany for the Balkan no-man’s land 
became open. Without consulting the Kremlin, Hitler drew 
new frontiers for Hungary and Rumania. He also gave 
Rumania a guarantee of her changed frontiers, which was 
implicitly directed against Russia. German troops appeared in 
Rumania and in Finland. When Molotov protested against 
these breaches of previous agreements, he was told that the 
Wehrmacht had moved into the two countries to forestall the 
‘English menace’. Throughout the no-man’s land points of 
friction multiplied. Eastern and south-eastern Europe was 
rapidly becoming too small to hold both Hitler and Stalin; and 
it was Hitler who was saying: ote-toi pour que je rrCy mette. 

Stalemated in the war against Britain, Hitler could no longer 
look with indifference on the might of the Red Army in the 
east. He could now remain at peace with Russia only if Stalin 
agreed to join his camp and thus become his satellite. He made 
an attempt to reduce Stalin to that role, trying to make it as 
attractive as possible. ‘In the opinion of the Fiihrer . . .’, 
Ribbentrop wrote to ‘My dear Herr Stalin’ on 13 October 
^940, ‘. . . it appears to be the historical mission of . . . the 
Soviet Union, Italy, Japan, and Germany to adopt a long range 
policy’ and to carry out a ‘delimination of their interests on a 
world-wide scale’.* Hitler did not repeat his once rejected 
invitation to Stalin. Instead, he asked Molotov to come to 
Berlin and let Ribbentrop try to fix a date to talk with Stalin 
' Ibid.,p. 167. * Ibid.,p. 213. 
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in the Kremlin. Assuming that the proposal for a pact of four 
powers would be accepted, Ribbentrop informed Stalin that he 
was ready to come to Moscow for the great occasion, along with 
Japanese and Italian envoys. 

To Ribbentrop’s long and bombastic message Stalin replied 
briefly, drily, and with a week’s delay.* He was not ‘in prin- 
ciple’ opposed to Ribbentrop’s suggestions, but would not be 
rushed. He was willing to send Molotov to Berlin and to see 
Ribbentrop in Moscow, but ‘joint deliberations with the 
Japanese and the Italians’ must — the favourite excuse again! — 
be preceded by much ‘previous examination’.^ From the 
accounts of Molotov’s behaviour in Berlin it is easy to infer how 
Stalin briefed him for the mission: Molotov was to listen 
attentively, with a friendly mien, to all suggestions, to accept 
no new commitments, and to bargain hard over Balkan stakes. 

The tale with which Molotov returned from Berlin was briefly 
this : Hitler in person had repeated the proposal for the pact of 
four powers, evidently hoping that Russia’s adherence might 
move Britain to surrender. Russia would be rewarded with a 
portion of the British Empire, that ‘gigantic world-wide estate 
in bankruptcy, of forty million square kilometres’. The four 
powers that would partition the ‘bankrupt estate’ should stop 
quarrelling among themselves. The Fuhrer held that in the 
long run, the interests of Germany, Russia, Japan, and Italy 
required expansion in one direction only — southward. Germany 
and Italy would build their colonialempiresin Africa; Japan was 
building hers in south Asia ; and Russia should expand in the 
direction of India. Molotov had tried hard to turn the 
conversation from the alluring vistas painted by Hitler to 
smaller matters nearer home. To him one Balkan bird in the 
hand was worth all the oriental birds in all the bushes of the 
British Empire. He tried to get Hitler to disentangle the Russian 
and the German spheres of influence in south-eastern Europe. 
In this he failed. 

The step that Stalin now took was of the gravest consequence. 
It amounted to a rejection of Hitler’s proposals. Nominally, he 
agreed to join in the pact of the four powers, but before he did 

* In that week President Roosevelt, who had earlier in the year imposed a moral 
embargo upon exports to Russia, made a speech in which he referr^ to Russia as 
to a ‘great friendly power’. * Ibid., p. 216. 
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SO he wanted Hitler to withdraw troops from Finland, to recog- 
^ nize that Bulgaria belonged to the Russian sphere of influence, 
to help Russia in obtaining a long-term lease of bases in the 
Straits, and so on. Hitler could have accepted such terms only 
if he had given up all plans to attack Russia and if he himself 
had not feared any Russian attack. Neither was the case. The 
idea of a four-power pact was dropped and never mentioned 
again. Three weeks after he had received Stalin’s reply Hitler 
gave his chiefs of staff his first instruction on the campaign 
against Russia, the directive ‘Barbarossa’. 

In the first few months of 1941 Russia was completely 
squeezed out of the Balkans; and the Kremlin vented its dis- 
pleasure. In January it suddenly announced that it had not 
been consulted about the entry of German troops to Bulgaria 
and had not agreed to it. In March the protest was repeated 
in even blunter terms. Every sign of opposition to Hitler was 
now encouraged. The Yugoslav Ambassador in Moscow, 
Gavrilovich, was received at the Kremlin ‘as a brother; there 
he discussed, plotted and signed agreements in all confidence. 
Stalin . . . had himself photographed at his side and . . . dis- 
cussed the friendly prospects with him throughout the night. 
“And if the Germans, displeased, turn against you?” . . . 
asked the Yugoslav Minister. . . . “Let them come!” . . . replied 
the dictator, smiling.’* On 4 April 1941 Russia concluded a 
pact of friendship with Yugoslavia; and Molotov told the 
German Ambassador that he expected Germany to keep peace 
with the southern Slavs, only to hear from the Ambassador two 
days later that the Wehrmacht was about to attack both Greece 
and Yugoslavia. 

There was only one march that Stalin still succeeded in 
stealing on Hitler before they confronted one another as open 
enemies. On 13 April 1941 he received Matsuoka, the Japanese 
Foreign Minister, and negotiated a pact of neutrality. That 
pact freed Russia from the danger of a war on two fronts; and 
it also untied Japan’s hands for the war in the Pacific. Matsuoka 
had just come back from Berlin, where Hitler and Ribbentrop 
had given him broad hints of the forthcoming German attack 
on Russia and had urged him to refrain from concluding any 
pact in Moscow. But Japan as well as Russia now feared war 
* G. Gafcncu, Prelude to the Russian Campaign, p. 192. 
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on two fronts; and that fear was stronger than ideological 

friendships and antagonisms. 

During Matsuoka’s visits to Moscow — the first in March 
1941 and the second in April 1941 — Stalin was unusually 
animated and even talkative. ‘We both are Asiatics’, he told 
his visitor. He took up that motif repeatedly. In part this was 
diplomatic cant. In part Stalin was preening himself on his 
descent. The Asiatic element in Russia had been exalted ever 
since his ascendancy; and now he himself carried that exaltation 
to the highest pitch. It was as if he were seeking to remind 
people that Russia owed her precious peace to him, who had 
risen from the borderland between Asia and Europe. He 
delighted in demonstrating his Asiatic outlook to his Japanese 
guest. Both had a peculiar way of wearing their hearts on their 
sleeves and holding their daggers up their sleeves. Matsuoka, 
the scion of a great feudal family, introduced himself as a 
‘moral communist’. Stalin listened to the stories about the 
heroic exploits of Matsuoka’s ancestors and to his assurances 
that Japan was fighting in China not the Chinese, but Anglo- 
Saxon liberalism bent on overthrowing Japan’s ‘moral com- 
munism’.* From political philosophy the two men turned to 
bargaining over concessions in northern Sakhalin. They 
bargained hard, in oriental fashion; and Stalin gesticulated 
to show that Matsuoka — the heartless creature — was out to 
strangle him. 

In his ‘Asiatic’ panache Stalin had an ulterior motive. He had 
just drawn his conclusions from the fact that, despite his 
resistance, Germany had become the master of the Balkans and 
had not left an inch of European land open to the expansion of 
Russian influence. He had had to put up with his reverse. Six 
months before he had sent Molotov to haggle with Hitler over 
Russian interests in Europe. Now he was trying, in his cryptic 
manner, to convey to Hitler that he, Stalin, had withdrawn 
from the contest and that he was ready to content himself, as 
Hitler had advised him through Molotov, with advantages in 
Asia. On the day of Matsuoka’s departure from Moscow, 

' This was during Matsuoka’s first visit in March 1941. A few days later 
Matsuoka told the Pope that his country was fighting not the Chinese but Bol- 
shevism which was supported in Asia by the Anglo*Saxons. Shortly before his 
second visit to Stalin he suggested to Hitler the revival of the anti-Comintern pact. 
JSfazi’Soviet Relations^ pp. 297 and 313. 



FOREIGN POLICY AND COMINTERN. II 453 

1 8 April, he made an ostentatious gesture calculated to bring 
his new attitude to Hitler’s notice. Quite unexpectedly, he 
emerged from his seclusion to see off the Japanese Minister at 
the railway station. In the presence of a large gathering of 
foreign correspondents and astonished diplomats, he embraced 
his ‘fellow Asiatic’ ; and then, to quote Schulenburg, he 
‘publicly asked for me and when he found me came up to me 
and threw his arm around my shoulders: “We must remain 
friends and you must now do everything to that end!” Some- 
what later Stalin turned to the German . . . military attache, 
Colonel Krebs, first made sure that he was a German, and then 
said to him: “We will remain friends with you in any event.’”* 
Hitler and -Ribbentrop could not possibly have missed the 
meaning of all this. Stalin was, as it were, taking up their pro- 
posals of November and indicating his desire to negotiate.’ 

Too late! In the next few weeks Moscow and Berlin fired 
protests at each other against violations of the frontier. German 
planes were flying over Russian territory and Russian planes 
were reconnoitiing German terrain. About 150 German 
divisions were concentrated on the frontier. They were con- 
fronted by a slightly superior number of Russian divisions. It 
was in those days, about the end of April, that Stalin received 
the British message, which Churchill was to mention in his 
speech of 22 June, warning him of the imminence of the 
German attack. So precise was the warning, according to some 
versions, that it mentioned 22 June, the anniversary of 
Napoleon’s invasion of Russia, as the probable date of the 
German invasion.^ 

At least two men in Moscow refused to take the warning 
seriously: Stalin and von Schulenburg. The German Ambas- 
sador’s mistake is understandable. He was true to his Bis- 
marckian tradition and hoped that the friction between 
Germany and Russia would not lead to war. In the last days 
of April he went to Hitler to plead for peace, just as another 
Ambassador, Caulaincourt, had pleaded with Napoleon against 

‘ Ibid., p. 324. 

^ The German naval attache in Moscow, reporting to Berlin that that date had 
been mentioned by Sir Stafford Cripps, commented that it was 'absurd*. Ibid., 
P- 330^ A similar warning about the German attack was conveyed to Moscow by 
the United States Government earlier in the year. See Sumner Welles, The Time 
for Decision, p. 136. 
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the invasion of Russia, 1 30 years before. Schulenburg brought 
with him a Russian offer of five million tons of grain to be 
livered to Germany next year ; and he tried to explain to Hitler 
the concentration of Russian troops on the frontier by the ‘well- 
known Russian urge for three hundred per cent, security. If 
for any reason we sent one German division, they would send 
ten for the same purpose in order to be completely safe. 

I could not believe that Russia would ever attack Germany.’* 
But Hitler was not to be moved. 

That Stalin, too, hoped that the peace between Russia and ' 
Germany could still be saved may seem almost incredible. Yet 
this follows from his whole behaviour in these critical weeks. 
He now committed one of those errors to which the over- 
cunning are sometimes liable. He dismissed all ill omens and 
was confident that he, by himself, with his tactical skill and 
flair for sharp political turns, could retrieve the situation. 

On 6 May Moscow was startled by the news that Stalin had 
become Prime Minister. What made him step out of the General 
Secretariat, for the first time since 1923, and assume direct , 
responsibility for the Government? Grave, fateful decisions were 
in the balance. What were they to be? The last May Day 
parade had been turned into an unusual display of military 
power. On the eve of his appointment Stalin had attended 
military exercises at the War Academy and had made a long, 
secret speech to the graduating officers, extolling the valour of 
the Red Army. Was it war then? Hitler’s opponents watched 
with bated breath the first steps of Stalin, the Prime Minister; 
and they were appalled. He denied the rumours of strong 
military concentrations on the frontier; he resumed diplomatic 
relations with the pro-German Government of Iraq, which he 
had previously refused to recognize ; and — most amazing of all 
— he asked the Belgian, Norwegian, and Yugoslav envoys in 
Moscow to close their embassies and leave Russia, because their 
Governments had ceased to exist. This last act, and even more 
so the allegation by which he supported it, was obviously 
meant to placate Hitler ; and it is difficult to say which was more 
astounding in them : his lack of scruple or his short-sightedness. 
Yet, while going out of his way to regain Hitler’s confidence, 
he also feared that in doing so he might infect his own people ^ 
* Nazi-Soviet RelationSj pp. 331-2. 
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with weakness and defeatism. He therefore kept secret from the 
Russian people and the Red Army his decision to wind up the 
three embassies. Then he waited a whole month to see whether 
Hitler would show any sign of appreciation. No sign came. 

He made one last desperate and tragi-comic effort. On 
14 June, exactly one week before the German invasion, he 
authorized his news agency to publish a statement which, 
against all diplomatic custom, violently attacked the British 
Ambassador for spreading rumours of an ‘impending Russo- 
German war’. The statement, in which Stalin’s hand could 
easily be recognized, denied that Germany had made any 
economic or territorial demands on Russia, and that, because 
Russia had rejected them, the two countries were completing 
their preparations for war. Contradicting several of Molotov’s 
secret notes to Ribbentrop, Stalin now credited Germany with 
‘fulfilling to the letter’ her agreements with Russia; and, though 
he no longer denied that great armies were standing on both 
sides of the frontier, he described as ‘false, nonsensical and 
provocative’ all suggestions that either the German or the 
Russian troops were there to wage war.* 

It would be difficult to find, even in the diplomatic records 
of the Second World War, anything quite as pathetic. And yet 
this bizarre statement, where Stalin praised before the whole 
world those who next week were to unmask themselves as 
Russia’s mortal enemies and taunted those who next week 
would be her only allies, this bizarre statement was not wholly 
false. It was true, as Stalin claimed, that Germany had made 
no demands on Russia. He evidently expected Hitler to raise 
demands over which it would be possible to bargain. German 
attacks on Austria, Czechoslovakia, and Poland had indeed 
been preceded by open claims and loud threats. Stalin 
apparently thought that Hitler would act according to pre- 
cedent. Because he did not see the usual danger signals he 
refused to admit the imminent danger. In his statement he 
invited Hitler, in that devious manner which Hitler understood 
so well in March 1939, to put forward his claims and to start 
negotiations. Hitler did not take the hint. 

But why did not Stalin spare the British his taunts even now? 
He believed, and in this he was right, that the British were 
> Ibid., pp. 345-6. 
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interested to frustrate liis plans for a last-minute conciliation 
of Hitler. He was ihcensed by what he believed to be the 
British Ambassador’s indiscretion. But even if the British had 
been completely unselfish in the matter, they would probably 
still have aroused his anger: the mere forecast of the storm 
seemed to him to bring the storm nearer. He could well afford, 
on the other hand, to hurt British susceptibilities. Now, after 
Britain had stood alone against Germany for a year, he knew 
that he had no need to sue for British friendship, that the 
alliance between Russia and Britain would be established 
almost automatically once hostilities had broken out ; and then 
bygones would be bygones. 


Very few of Stalin’s deeds have given rise to so many 
passionate disputes as his dealings with Hitler between 1939 
and 1941. It was in those years, so his critics say, that, low 
as had been his previous record of political morality, he de- 
scended to even lower depths of treachery. His apologists retort 
that though his path was full of twists and turns, he acted from 
legitimate expediency, never losing sight of his ultimate objec- 
tives, never discarding his principles. 

Stalin himself made his own apology soon after the outbreak 
of hostilities. ‘It may be asked’, he said on 3 July 1941, ‘how 
could the Soviet Government have consented to conclude a 
non-aggression pact with such perfidious people, such fiends as 
Hitler and Ribbentrop? Was this not an error on the part of 
the Soviet Government?’* He denied the ‘error’ and pointed 
to the advantages of his policy: ‘We secured to our country 
peace for a year and a half and the opportunity of preparing 
our forces.’ Apart from time Russia had, of course, also gained 
territory, the much desired defensive glacis. Her moral gain 
consisted in the clear awareness of her peoples that Germany 
was the aggressor and that their own Government had pursued 
peace to the very end. 

Of these three alleged gains — in time, space, and morale — 
the gain in morale was the most real. It had been a peculiar 
feature of Russian military history that the Russian soldier had, 
unlike the German, fought best in the defence of his native soil; 

' J. Stalin, IVar Speeches, p. 8. 
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and the clear conviction that the fight for national survival had 
been forced upon Russia brought out the best qualities in him 
in the years that followed. The strategic value of Russia’s 
territorial acquisitions appears far less certain. The military 
outposts in the Baltic states and in former eastern Poland were 
lost by Russia a few days after hostilities began. Yet to build 
up these outposts had been so arduous and ugly a job; it had 
caused so much resentment among so many small nationalities, 
especially after the mass deportations of ‘unreliable’ Poles and 
Balts into the interior of Russia; in a word, the strategic advan- 
tages of those outposts were so negligible or, at any rate, so 
quickly lost, and the moral and the political disadvantages 
arising from their acquisition were so great, that on balance the 
whole undertaking was a costly and dismal failure. 

Nor was the gain in time more positive. To be sure, Stalin 
used the twenty-two months of the respite for an intensive 
development of Russian war industries and for retraining the 
armed forces in the light of fresh military experience. But 
Hitler, too, used those twenty-two months. Freed from the 
nightmare of war on two fronts, he subjugated nearly the whole 
of Europe and harnessed the economic resources and the man- 
power of a dozen countries to the German war machine. No 
matter how great and important was the fresh accumulation 
of war stocks and the expansion of armament plant achieved in 
Russia between 1939 and 1941, it could not match the addi- 
tional power that accrued to Hitler in the same period.* For 
three long years now, the Red Army was to confront almost 
single-handed Hitler’s forces on the land, to cede vast and most 
valuable territory, to bleed more profusely than any army had 
ever bled, and to watch in anxious and frustrating suspense for 
the opening of a second front in the west. Yet that second front 
had been there in 1939 and 1940; and it might still have been 
there later, had Stalin thrown Russia’s weight into the struggle 
during one of its earlier phases. 

Nor is it true that he used his respite as fully as he might have 
used it. Hoping till the last minute to avert the war and dis- 
regarding the omens that showed it inevitable and imminent, 
he refrained from mobilizing sufficient strength to prevent the 

' This, too, was virtually admitted by Stalin in his speech of 6 November 1941. 
M-V Speeches, p. 17. 
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Wehrmacht from scoring its great initial victories. He met 
Hitler’s onslaught only half mobilized. In June 1941 the num- 
ber of mobilized Russian and German divisions was almost 
equal, but only part of the Russian divisions were ready to meet 
their experienced and well-equipped opponent, to whom a long 
succession of brilliant victories had given high self-assurance. 
Yet the Red Army could have had strong superiority in num- 
bers.* The excessive complexity of his political game led Stalin 
to put himself at a military disadvantage. He had been uneasy 
enough to mobilize 1 70 divisions and to move most of these to 
the frontier; but he had srill been too complacent, or too wary 
of ‘provoking’ Hitler, to carry out the mobilization on the scale 
required. For this we have his own authority: ‘The fact of the 
matter is’, he stated (3 July 1941), ‘that the troops of Germany, 
a country at war, were already fully mobilized, . . . and in 
a state of complete readiness, only awaiting the signal to move 
into action, whereas the Soviet troops had still to effect 
mobilization and to move up to the frontiers.’^ What Stalin in 
fact admitted was that in the last weeks before the invasion he 
had squandered much of that precious time, to the gain of which 
he still pointed as to the justification of his policy. ‘Of no little 
importance’, he added, ‘. . . was the fact that Fascist Germany 
suddenly and treacherously violated the non-aggression pact.’ 
The world was told then that ‘vizor’d falsehood and base 
forgery’ betrayed his ‘credulous innocence’. 

When the balance of those strange twenty-two months is drawn, 
it is impossible to overlook the gratuitous service which the Comin- 
tern unwittingly rendered to Hitler. No sooner had Molotov and 
Ribbentrop put their signatures to the pact of August 1939 than 
the Comintern called off the anti-Hitler crusade to which its 
trumpeters had so long summoned governments and peoples. 

* Cyril Falls, The Second World Waty p. 113. Schulcnburg was obviously wrong 
when he assured Hitler that the ‘urge for security’ made the Russians send ten 
divisions wherever the Germans sent one. 

* J. Stalin, War Speeches, pp. 7-8. Stalin admitted the fact even more ex- 
plicitly to Harry Hopkins. See Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, pp- 333 
and 335. Not only the mobilization of the army but the final conversion of industry 
to 4var was also unduly delayed. It was only in 1948 that the chief of the State 
Planning Commission, Vice-Premier N. Voznesensky, disclosed that the economic 
plans for the third quarter of 1941 had been based on the assumption of peace, and 
that a new plan, suited for war, had been drafted only after the outbreak of hostilities. 
N. Voznesensky, Voennaya Ekmmika SSSR^ p. 37. 
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All the strategy and tactics of anti-fascism, all its elaborate 
arguments and slogans; were scrapped. The European shadows 
of the Russian General Secretary adopted an ambiguous pose 
of neutrality. Both belligerent camps, it was now said, pursued 
imperialist aims, and there was nothing to choose between 
them. The working classes were called upon to resist war and 
fight for peace. Outwardly, these appeals resembled the policy 
of revolutionary defeatism which Lenin had pursued in the 
First World War. The resemblance was deceptive. In Lenin’s 
opposition to war there was revolutionary integrity and con- 
sistency, while the policy of the Comintern merely suited the 
temporary convenience of Stalin’s diplomacy and was as tor- 
tuous as that diplomacy. At times the opposition to war had 
an unmistakably pro-German twist as, for instance, in October 
1939, when the Comintern echoed Molotov’s and Ribbentrop’s 
call for a negotiated peace and blamed France and Britain for 
the war. The effect of that policy, especially in France, was 
merely defeatist, not revolutionary. It supplemented the 
defeatism that corroded the top of French society with a quasi- 
popular brand of defeatism coming from below. Only after 
the harm had been done, when Moscow, alarmed by Hitler’s 
victories, began to encourage resistance to Nazi occupation, 
did the French Communist party switch over to a new policy. 
Less obvious, though not unimportant, was the effect of the 
Ribbentrop-Molotov pact upon anti-Nazi elements in Ger- 
many; it made their confusion worse confounded, it deepened 
their sense of defeat and induced some of them to reconcile 
themselves to Hitler’s war. 

It would be naive to suppose that Stalin was not aware of 
those results of his ‘friendship’ with Hitler. But he almost 
certainly thought them of little importance in comparison with 
the tangible advantages he had obtained. His pragmatic mind 
stuck to concrete, strategic conceptions, to military bases, 
rivers, salients, and rounded-off frontiers, all the elements of 
defence, the value of which had been so greatly reduced by 
modern military technique. He disregarded such imponderables 
as the mood of the French or the German working classes or the 
national resentments of Poles, Finns, and other Baltic nationali- 
ties. Yet all those imponderables were to take, and some of them 
arc taking even now, their revenge on Russia. In this, his 
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disregard of the immaterial factors in great political processes, 
lay the main weakness of his strong but limited realism. 

When all that is necessary has been said about Stalin’s mis- 
calculations and errors of judgement, it would still be wrong 
to attribute them merely to his personal shortcomings. His 
policy had behind it a powerful current of popular feeling, the 
current of which Alexander Blok had so strong a presentiment. 

But we ourselves henceforth shall be no shield of yours 

We ourselves henceforth will enter no battle ! 

These words of ‘The' Scythians’, addressed to the west, epi- 
tomized the emotional strains in the Russian society of 1939. 
The bulk of the Russian people, wearied by years of strenuous 
economic construction, attached by an exalted devotion to the 
results of their labour, made sullen by the hostility or, at best, 
the lukewarmness of the outside world, feeling themselves 
isolated and betrayed in their idealistic pursuits — that people 
was at one with Stalin, when he refused to ‘stir when the 
ferocious Hun rifled the pockets of the dead’ and when he clung 
to peace even while the Nazis were already building the death 
chambers of Auschwitz and Maidanek to ‘roast the flesh of the 
white brothers’. 

This was not the only current of popular feeling in Russia. 
There was also an undercurrent of uneasiness and misgiving. 
The party had a guilty conscience. The army suffered from a 
vague sense of humiliation. But stronger than all that was 
probably the people’s urge to escape the inexorable destiny of 
war. 



CHAPTER XII 


The Generalissimo 


Stalinas behaviour after Hitler’s attack on Russia. — His speech of 3 July 1941. — 
His leadership in the war. — He saves Moscow and orders first Russian counter- 
offensive (December 1941). — ‘Victory in 1942.’ — Inter-allied fears and suspicions. 
— ‘This is no class war.’ — The Second Front. — Churchill’s meeting with Stalin in 
August 1942. — The battle of Stalingrad. — Upsurge of traditionalism and national- 
ism in Russia. — Stalin’s attempt to reconcile Leninism and Russian traditionalism. 
— He disbands the Comintern and rehabilitates the Greek Orthodox Church. — 
The Politburcau and the General Staff. —Stalin and Hitler compared as military 
leaders. — Stalin and his Marshals. 

On 22 June 1941 Molotov broke to the Russian people the 
grim news about the German attack. Stalin, as if embarrassed 
by the disastrous collapse of his hopes, shunned the limelight. 
He did not utter a single word in public for nearly a fortnight. 
He apparently waited to see what were the results of the first 
battles, what was the attitude of Great Britain and the United 
Stales, and what was the feeling in the country. Closeted with 
his military leaders, he discussed measures of mobilization and 
strategic plans. He divided the enormous front into three sec- 
tors and put Voroshilov in command of the northern sector, 
Timoshenko of the centre, and Budienny of the south. He him- 
self assumed the supreme command. His chief of staff was 
General Shaposhnikov, who had served on the General Staff 
since before the revolution and had been reputed a scholarly, 
hard-working, but not original strategist. The supreme direc- 
tion of the war effort was concentrated in the State Defence 
Committee, which consisted of five members: Stalin, Molotov, 
Voroshilov, Berya, and Malenkov. Molotov was to conduct 
diplomacy. Berya was in charge of domestic jx)licy. Voroshilov 
was to ensure liaison between the armed forces and the civilian 
authorities. Malenkov, one of Stalin’s assistants at the General 
Secretariat, represented the party. Stalin himself presided over 
the Committee. 

Despite all his miscalculations, Stalin was not unprepared to 
meet the emergency. He had solidly armed his country and 

0 . 
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reorganized its military forces. His practical mind had not been 
wedded to any one-sided strategic dogma. He had not lulled 
the Red Army into a false sense of security behind any Russian 
variety of the Maginot Line, that static defence system that had 
been the undoing of the French army in 1940. He could rely 
on Russia’s vast spaces and severe climate. No body of men 
could now dispute his leadership. He had achieved absolute 
unity of command, the dream of the modern strategist. 

Those advantages were, however, offset by serious dis- 
advantages. The Red Army was only now to undergo its real 
baptism of fire. Its morale was still uncertain. Only ten years 
had passed since the peasantry revolted against collectivization ; 
and memories of the great purges were even fresher. First re- 
ports from the fronts gave a confused and contradictory picture. 
Here divisions crumbled and dissolved into chaos ; and vast hauls 
of prisoners taken by the Germans indicated an alarming lack of 
fighting spirit. Elsewhere formations, surrounded and cut off, 
defended themselves stubbornly, delaying the enemy’s advance. 
Elsewhere again, under overwhelming pressure, troops retreated 
in good order, saving strength for future battles. But every- 
where, Hitler’s armies advanced irresistibly. Behind the fighting 
lines, rumour, confusion, and panic began to spread. 

On 3 July 1941 Stalin at last broke silence to offer guidance 
to his bewildered nation. In a broadcast address he spoke of 
the ‘grave danger’. His voice was slow, halting, colourless. His 
speech was, as usual, laborious and dry. It contained none 
of those rousing words which, like Churchill’s promise of ‘blood, 
toil, tears and sweat’, pierce the mind of a people. His style 
was strangely out of keeping not only with the drama of the 
moment, but even with the content of his speech, with his own 
appeals and instructions which reflected his unbreakable and 
unbend able will to victory. 

He began by stating that ‘although the enemy’s finest 
divisions and the finest units of his air force had already been 
smashed and had met their doom on the field of battle, the 
enemy continued to push forward’.* He could not bring himself 
to tell the people the bitter truth without prefacing it by a wildly 
optimistic and palpably untrue statement.^ He went on to make 

* J. Stalin, War Speeches^ p. 7. 

* ‘Our losses had not been heavy until the final attack on Moscow', says General 
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the apologia for his pact with Hitler, which we already know, 
and he added that Hitler had secured the advantage of surprise 
but that that would not benefit him long. Then he described 
the objectives of the enemy with deliberate muzhik-\\\i^ crude- 
ness: ‘The enemy is cruel and implacable. He is out to seize 
our lands watered by the sweat of our brows, to seize our grain 
and oil, secured by the labour of our hands. He is out to restore 
the rule of the landlords, to restore Tsarism ... to germanize 
[the peoples of the Soviet Union], to turn them into the slaves 
of German princes and barons.’* This was an issue of ‘life and 
death’ ; ‘the Soviet people . . . must abandon all complacency. 

. . . There can be no mercy to the enemy. . . . There must be 
no room in our ranks for whimperers and cowards, for panic- 
mongers and deserters. . . .’ He called for ruthlessness, ruthless- 
ness, and once again ruthlessness in dealing with the invader 
and in overcoming chaos and panic behind the fighting lines. 
Then he made his awe-inspiring call on the people to ‘scorch 
the earth’ that they must cede to the enemy: 

In case of a forced retreat . . ., all rolling stock must be evacuated, 
the enemy must not be left a single engine, a single railway car, a 
single pound of grain or gallon of fuel. The collective farmers must 
drive all their cattle and turn over their grain to the safe keeping of 
the authorities for transportation to the rear. All valuable property, 
including metals, grain, and fuel, that cannot be withdrawn, must 
be destroyed without fail. ... In areas occupied by the enemy, 
guerrillas, mounted and on foot, must be formed; sabotage groups 
must be organized to combat the enemy, to foment guerrilla warfare 
everywhere, blow up bridges and roads, damage telephone and tele- 
graph lines, set fire to forests, stores, and transport. In occupied 
regions conditions must be made unbearable for the enemy and all 
his accomplices. They must be hounded and annihilated at every 
step, and all their measures frustrated.* 

It was as if the Russia of 1812 had resurrected and spoken 
through Stalin’s mouth. He did, indeed, recall Russia’s victory 
over Napoleon and said that Hitler was no more invincible 
than Napoleon had been. He mentioned, ‘with gratitude’, the 
‘historic utterance of the British Prime Minister, Mr. Churchill, 

Blumentritt (B. H. Liddell Hart, The Other Side of the Hilly p. 200) ; and Sulin 
spoke only a fortnight after the attack on Russia had begun. 

* J. St^in, H^ar Speechesy p. 9. * Ibid., pp. lo-ii. 
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regarding aid to the Soviet Union and the declaration of the 
United States government. . . As in 1812, Russia was fighting 
a ‘national patriotic war’, which was also a war for the freedom 
of all peoples. He wound up by calling upon the people to 
‘rally round the party of Lenin and Stalin’.^ This unexpected 
reference in the third person to himself, added a touch of in- 
congruity to his speech — a speech at once so great and so flat, 
so indomitable and so uninspiring. 

Russia was to sell space for time; the space sold was to be 
made unusable to the enemy; and a merciless price was to be 
exacted for it. This was the only way in which, after all his 
errors and miscalculations, Stalin could meet the conqueror of 
Europe. He confronted him with superior will-power. But is 
it true, as it has been asserted, that he never lost his confidence, 
even for a moment? In the light of some of Stalin’s casual 
remarks, made in those critical months, one may doubt whether 
this was so. In his speech of 3 July he spoke not only of 
Napoleon’s defeat in Russia. He also recalled the fate of Kaiser 
Wilhelm, who, although he had been considered invincible, 
had finally been defeated ‘by Anglo-French forces’. Stalin did 
not recall that the Kaiser’s army had defeated Russia before it 
succumbed to its western enemies. But his mind was obviously 
wandering from Napoleon to the Kaiser and from the Kaiser 
to Napoleon. He could not help reflecting whether Hitler might 
not achieve what the Kaiser had achieved. Some such thought 
must have flashed across his mind when, on 30 July, he talked 
to Harry L. Hopkins, President Roosevelt’s envoy. He admitted 
that he himself had not expected Hitler to launch the attack ; 
he further said that the ‘war would be bitter and perhaps long’, 
that 75 per cent, of his war industries were located in and 
around Moscow, Leningrad, and Kharkov, all soon to be 
threatened by the enemy, and that he would like the President 
to know that he, Stalin, ‘would welcome American troops on 
any part of the Russian front under the complete command of 
the American army’.^ This is one of the most revealing state- 
ments attributed to Stalin by the memoirists of the Second 
World War. Throughout the war Stalin persistently refused to 

* J. Stalin, War Speeches, p. 12. * Ibid., p. 12. 

* Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, pp. 339-43. 
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admit to the front any foreign troops not under his command. 
He kept foreign observers away from the fighting lines; and as 
a rule, -to which there were exceptions, he would not even allow 
allied pilots to fly over Russia. What then made him eager to 
‘welcome American troops on any part of the Russian front 
under the complete command of the American army’ in July 
1941, when the United States was not even at war and when 
his suggestion was completely unreal? One can only conclude 
that he uttered those words in a mood of flagging confidence, 
perhaps of despair. This would have been only natural, 
because, when Stalin talked to Hopkins, Hitler’s troops had 
covered more than 450 miles in less than a month ; in the north 
the battle of Smolensk was flaring up; and in the south the 
rout of Budienny’s armies was beginning. In September, after 
Budienny’s disastrous defeat on the Dnieper, two other visitors, 
Harriman and Beaverbrook, noticed signs of depression in 
Stalin; and Stalin then inquired whether the British would not 
send some of their troops to the Ukrainian front.* Later in the 
autumn, when the Germans were approaching Moscow, he 
betrayed his anxiety to Sir Stafford Cripps. He told the British 
Ambassador that Moscow would be defended to the last, but 
he also envisaged the possibility that the Germans might seize 
it. He went on to say that if Moscow fell, the Red Army would 
have to withdraw from the whole territory to the west of the 
Volga. He believed that even then the Soviets would be able 
to go on waging war, but that it would take many years before 
thev could strike back across the Volga. 

Shortly after the war Stalin himself made an oblique ad- 
mission. On 24 May 1945, celebrating victory at the Kremlin, 
he raised a ‘toast to the Russian people’. ‘Our government’, 
he said, ‘made not a few errors, we experienced at moments a 
desperate situation in 1941--1942, when our army was retreating, 
because there was no other way out. A different people could 
have said to the government: “You have failed to justify our 
expectations. Go away. We shall instal another government 
which will conclude peace with Germany. . . The Russian 
people, however, did not take this path. . . . Thanks to it, to 
the Russian people, for this confidence.’^ In the first months 

* Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins^ pp. 387-9. 

* J. Stalin, IVar Speeches , p. 139. 
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of war uncertainty must have gnawed at Stalin’s mind, even 
though to the world he showed only an iron mask. 

He wore that iron mask with amazing fortitude and self- 
mastery. Perhaps, indeed, that mask was his most powerful 
weapon. It gave his will to victory an heroic, almost super- 
human appearance. Russia was replete with elements of weak- 
ness. The slightest sign of flagging in the man in whose hands 
the nation, half-coerced and half-persuaded, had wholly rested 
its fate, might have increased those elements of weakness with 
disastrous results. Stalin knew, of course, that to him personally, 
more than to any one of Hkler’s adversaries or victims, hesita- 
tion or weakness spelt an inglorious end. Self-preservation bade 
him behave as he did; and now, more than ever before, his 
personal interest was at one with the interest of the nation. 
This is at once the strong and the weak point of any totalitarian 
regime — that at certain moments the entire fate of a mighty 
nation seems to depend on the nerve of its dictator, whose break- 
down or effacement would create a void which hardly anyone 
could fill. 

Many allied visitors who called at the Kremlin during the 
war were astonished to see on how many issues, great and small, 
military, political, or diplomatic, Stalin personally took the final 
decision. He was in effect his own commander-in-chief, his own 
minister of defence, his own quartermaster, his own minister of 
supply, his own foreign minister, and even his own chef de 
protocole. The Stavka^ the Red Army’s G.H.Q^., was in his offices 
in the Kremlin. From his office desk, in constant and direct 
touch with the commands of the various fronts, he watched and 
directed the campaigns in the field. From his office desk, too, 
he managed another stupendous operation, the evacuation of 
1,360 plants and factories from western Russia and the Ukraine 
to the Volga, the Urals, and Siberia, an evacuation which in- 
volved not only machines and installations but millions of 
workmen and their families. Between one function and the 
other he bargained with, say, Beaverbrook and Harriman over 
the quantities of aluminium or the calibre of rifles and anti- 
aircraft guns to be delivered to Russia by the western allies; or 
he received leaders of guerrillas who had come from German- 
occupied territory and discussed with them raids to be carried 
out hundreds of miles behind the enemy’s lines. At the height 
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of the battle of Moscow, in December 1941, when the thunder 
of Hitler’s guns hovered ominously over the streets of Moscow, 
he found time enough to start a subtle diplomatic game with the 
Polish General Sikorski, who had come to conclude a Russo- 
Polish treaty. In later days the number of foreign visitors, 
ambassadors, and special envoys from all parts of the world 
grew enormously. He entertained them usually late at night 
and in the small hours of the morning. After a day filled with 
military reports, operational decisions, economic instructions, 
and diplomat haggling, he would at dawn pore over the latest 
dispatches from the front or over some confidential report on 
civilian morale from the Commissariat of Home Affairs, the 
N.K.V.D. The N.K.V.D. report might also contain, say, a 
detailed record of the things that the general in charge of the 
British Military Mission in Moscow had said, the previous day, 
about Russia, about her allies and their plans, and about Stalin 
himself in the privacy of his office, for the office of the British 
general was ‘infested with well concealed dictaphones’ which 
recorded every word of his.* Thus he went on, day after day, 
throughout four years of hostilities — a prodigy of patience, 
tenacity, and vigilance, almost omnipresent, almost omniscient. 


In October Hitler formally opened the battle of Moscow, ‘the 
greatest offensive ever known’. Leningrad had been cut off and 
blockaded. Nearly the whole of the Ukraine and the coast of 
the Azov Sea had been conquered by the Wehrmacht. 
Budienny’s armies had been routed — the Germans took half a 
million prisoners on the Dnieper. Stalin dismissed both 
Voroshilov and Budienny from the command — the men of 
Tsaritsyn, the ‘N.C.O.s’, as Trotsky used to call them, were not 
equal to this motorized warfare. New commanders, Zhukov, 
Vassilevsky, Rokossovsky, were soon to replace them. 

In November the Germans made an all-out attempt to en- 
circle Moscow. Their vanguards advanced to within twenty to 
thirty miles of the capital — at one point they were only five 
miles away. All the Commissariats and government depart- 
ments were evacuated to Kuibyshev on the Volga. In Moscow 
officials were burning the archives that had not been carried 

* John R. Deane, The Strange Alliance, p. 154. 
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away. On 6 November, the anniversary of the revolution, the 
Moscow Soviet assembled, as usual, for a ceremonial meeting, 
but this time the meeting was held underground, at the Maya- 
kovsky station of the Metro. Stalin addressed the assembly in 
calm words, although he made the alarming admission that 
Russian troops ‘had several times fewer tanks than the Ger- 
mans’.* The next day he stood at the top of the Lenin Mauso- 
leum to take the parade of troops and volunteer divisions of 
people’s guards, marching straight from the Red Square to the 
front at the outskirts of the city. He appealed to the soldiers 
to draw inspiration from the memories of the civil war, when 
‘three quarters of our country was in the hands of foreign inter- 
ventionists’ and the young Soviet Republic had no army of its 
own and no allies. ‘The enemy is not so strong as some 
frightened little intellectuals picture him. The devil is not so 
terrible as he is painted. . . . Germany cannot sustain such a 
strain for long. Another few months, another half a year, per- 
haps another year, and Hitlerite Germany must burst under the 
pressure of her crimes.’ He finished with a strange, unexpected 
invocation to the saints and warriors of Imperial Russia: ‘Let 
the manly images of our great ancestors — Alexander Nevsky, 
Dimitry Donskoy, Kuzma Minin, Dimitry Pozharsky, Alexan- 
der Suvorov, and Mikhail Kutuzov — inspire you in this war!’^ 
This was the first time he so evoked the shadows of the past 
which the revolution seemed to have covered with contempt 
and banished for ever. ‘May the victorious banner’, he added, 
‘of the great Lenin guide you.’ 

The news about the evacuation of the Government shook the 
people of Moscow. Psychologically, this was a moment of 
supreme danger. The decision of any government to leave its 
capital in the middle of a war tends to sap the moral strength 
of a fighting nation and to add impetus to centrifugal forces. 
So it was in France in 1940, when the Government, thrown out 
of its traditional seat of power, became as vulnerable as a snail 
divested of its shell. The more centralized the Government, the 
more is its stability and authority rooted in familiar landmarks 
of power, nearly all of which are in the capital. The evacuation 
of the Government from Moscow was followed by riots and dis- 
orders. People thought that the city had been given up. Crowds 
' J. Stalin, IVar Speeches, P- * 7- * Ibid., pp. 25-6. 
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Stormed foodstores. Members of the party destroyed their 
membership cards and badges. Anti-Communists prepared to 
settle accounts with Communists and to win favour with the 
invader. Symptoms of anarchy appeared in many places all 
over the area between the fronts and the Volga. 

People who spent those days in Moscow described later the 
salutary effect which the new's that Stalin had not left with the 
rest of his Government had on the mood of the Muscovites, 
who saw in it evidence that the will to victory, personified in 
Stalin, was unshaken. His presence in the Kremlin at this late 
hour was indeed a challenge to fate. It was as if the fortunes 
of the world had been balancing on the towers of the old fortress. 
To both Stalin and Hitler the Kremlin became the symbol of 
their ambition, for while Stalin was refusing to leave its walls, 
Hitler issued an order that ‘the Kremlin was to be blown up to 
signalize the overthrow of Bolshevism’.* It was in the setting 
of the Kremlin that Stalin’s figure had grown to its present 
stature. He had become one with that setting and its historical 
associations and he was as if afraid of detaching himself from 
it. At least part of his power had lain in his remoteness from 
the people. If he had left, the spell of his remoteness might 
have been broken. He might have appeared to the people as 
a dictator in flight. This is not to say that he could not have 
conducted the war from some retreat in the country. But to 
leave Moscow was for him a step awkward and humiliating 
enough to make him shrink from it to the end. 

He was, incidentally, to remain thus voluntarily immured in 
the Kremlin throughout the war. Not once, so it seems, did he 
seek direct personal contact with his troops in the field. Trotsky 
in the civil war moved in his legendary train from front to front, 
exploring, sometimes under the enemy’s fire, advanced positions 
and checking tactical arrangements. Churchill mixed with his 
soldiers in the African desert and on the Normandy beaches, 
cheering them with his idiosyncrasies, with his solemn words, 
his comic hats, his cigars, and V-signs. Hitler spent much of 
his time in his advanced field headquarters. Stalin was not 
attracted by the physical reality of war. Nor did he rely on 
the effect of his personal contact with his troops. Yet there is 
no doubt that he was their real commander-in-chief. His leader- 
‘ B. H. Liddell Hart, The Other Side of the Hill, p. 194. 

Q,* 
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ship was by no means confined to the taking of abstract strategic 
decisions, at which civilian politicians may excel. The avid 
interest with which he studied the technical aspects of modern 
warfare, down to the minute details, shows him to have been 
anything but a dilettante. He viewed the war primarily from 
the angle of logistics, to use the modern expression. To 
secure reserves of manpower and supplies of weapons, in the 
right quantities and proportions, to allocate them and to trans- 
port them to the right points at the right time, to amass a 
decisive strategic reserve and to have it ready for intervention 
at decisive moments — these operations made up nine-tenths of 
his task. 

Towards the end of 1941 it was precisely from that angle that 
the situation appeared to be hopeless. This is how N. Vozne- 
sensky, the director of the State Planning Commission, describes 
it: ‘On the territory that had been occupied by the Germans 
in November 1941 lived about 40 per cent, of the whole Soviet 
population. About 65 per cent, of the whole pre-war output of 
coal had come from there, 68 per cent, of all pig iron, 58 per 
cent, of all steel, 60 per cent, of aluminium . . ., 38 per cent, of 
the grain, 84 per cent, of sugar . . ., 41 per cent, of all railway 
lines of U.S.S.R. . . From June till November industrial out- 
put was reduced by more than a half; and the output of steel 
by more than two-thirds. The production of ball-bearings, so 
indispensable for modern machines, was less than 5 per cent, of 
normal. At this moment Russia’s proverbial ‘inexhaustible re- 
serves’ were a myth. Her material resources were infinitely inferior 
to Germany’s. Even her manpower was not greatly superior; 
and it was at any rate much inferior to the combined manpower 
of Germany and her satellites. Thus, Russia’s resistance, 
especially in the first year of the war, was a triumph of her 
superior determination and spirit, the spirit that made young 
Communists die at the outskirts of Moscow with the cry: 
‘Behind us is Moscow — there is no room left for retreat.’^ 

On 8 December Hitler announced that he had suspended all 

* N. Voznesensky, Voennqya Ekonomika SSSR^ p. 42. 

* ‘A few parties of our troops', relates General Blumentritt, deputy Chief of the 
General Staff of the German army, ‘from the 258th infantry division, actually 
got into the suburbs of Moscow. But the Russian workers poured out of the 
factories and fought with their hammers and other tools in defence of their city.’ 
B. H. LiddeU Hart, The Other Side qfthe HiU, p. 196. 
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operations for the winter. Twice had his troops attempted to 
storm Moscow and been repulsed. They were now immobilized 
by an accident of the weather. A severe winter had set in 
several weeks earlier than usual. Hitler did not know that two 
days before he announced the end of the 1941 campaign, on 
6 December, Stalin had issued his orders for a counter-offensive. 

In later years the Russians reflected over the circumstances 
that compelled them to retreat in 194 1-2. Immediately after 
the outbreak of hostilities, Stalin, as we know, explained the 
initial Russian defeats by the advantage of surprise which 
Hitler had secured. In 1946 he put a somewhat different con- 
struction on the events, suggesting that he had deliberately 
lured the Germans into the interior of Russia in order to destroy 
them there. In a letter to the military historian. Colonel E. 
Razin, he recalled two historic examples he had followed: 
‘Already the old Parthians knew this type of counter-offensive, 
when they drew the Roman commander Crassus and his troops 
into the interior of their country and then struck out in a 
counter-offensive and destroyed them. Kutuzov, too, our com- 
mander of genius, knew it well when he destroyed Napoleon 
and his army by means of a well-prepared counter-offensive.’* 
This second interpretation was calculated to stop inquisitive 
probings into the causes of the defeats of 194 1-2 — such probings 
could not but detract from Stalin’s prestige. That the Russians 
were compelled to retreat by overwhelming German pressure, 
that it could not have been part of their strategic plan to with- 
draw from their wealthiest provinces is certain. Stalin did not, 
like Kutuzov, attempt to trap the enemy into Moscow, which 
was now the capital — in 1812 the capital was St. Petersburg. In 
1812 the loss of territory did not impair Russia’s capacity to 

‘ J. Stalin, ‘Letter to Colonel Razin’, 3.2. 1947. Stalin’s reference to the 

Parthians suggests that he must have studied with especial interest the history of 
the old states bordering his native Caucasus— the Parthian empire had covered 
the area of northern Persia. Incidentally, the Scythians were the warrior class of 
the* Parthian empire. From their tribes came its commanders and some of its 
emperors. The study of ‘Scythian military art’ was almost the fashion in war-time 
Russia. The Historical Faculty of the University of Moscow celebrated the twenty- 
fifth anniversary of the Revolution, in November 1942, by a special session, at 
which Professor Mishulin delivered a lecture on the 'military art of the Scythians’. 
The lecturer summed up this strange commemoration of the Revolution with the 
words: ‘The stubborn fight of the Scythians for their independence filled not a 
few heroic pages in the ancient annals of our Fatherland.’ See Professor A. 
Mishulin, ‘O voennom iskustvc Skifov’, Istoricheskii Journal, nos. 8-9, 1943 * 
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wage war; and Napoleon’s advance was confined to the roads 
leading to Moscow. In modern war a deliberate retreat on such 
a scale and involving such losses as those suffered by Russia in 
1941-2 would have been stark madness, if not worse. 

Yet Stalin’s two explanations of his strategy are not so 
mutually exclusive as they might appear. Once he had been 
compelled to give up vast territories, he decided to make the 
best of a disastrous situation, to gather new forces, to avoid 
decisive battles, to extricate his forces from successive en- 
circlements, to wait for the moment when Hitler’s armies had 
overreached themselves, and then to strike back at their over- 
extended flanks and lines of communication. With primitive, 
oriental, but unfailing shrewdness, he gambled on Hitler’s 
arrogance. A long and unparalleled succession of victories had 
indeed made Hitler so overweening that after the assaults on 
Moscow he failed to take the precautions which even a mediocre 
general would have taken. Instead of withdrawing his troops 
to defensive positions, he ordered them to take up winter quar- 
ters within sight of Moscow; he failed to supply them with 
winter clothing; he failed to foresee that the Russian mud and 
frost would bring his war machines to a standstill, and that 
winter was the element in which the Russian soldier was 
superior to any opponent. Stalin, whose military mistakes so 
far had originated from an excess of caution and prudence, had 
a quick eye for that lack of prudence in the Fiihrer; and on it 
he based his own plan of action. Not only did he thus save 
Moscow — he forced the Germans to make a long and costly 
retreat, the first they ever made. 

After this first success of Russian arms, a feeling of confidence 
spread over the country. The armies in the field suddenly 
realized that they had achieved something of which no army 
had been capable so far. For a few weeks it seemed that the 
Wehrmacht, constantly attacked by regular forces and harassed 
by guerrillas, would, like the Grande Armee, disintegrate in the 
snowy wastes. This did not happen. But the Russian soldier 
now felt that having beaten the enemy once he would be able to 
beat him again. 

Stalin encouraged the new mood and called for ‘victory in 
1942’. At the outset of hostilities he had told Harry L. Hopkins 
that he reckoned on a long and costly war, lasting three or four 
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years. What impelled him now to launch the new slogan? The 
chances had undoubtedly improved, not only because of recent 
Russian victories, but also because the United States was now 
in the war. Against these new circumstances he had to set the 
fact that the success of his offensive from Moscow had been due 
largely to the winter; that the United States had still to translate 
its gigantic strength from the potential to the actual; that the 
British armies had not yet recovered from the shock of their 
defeat on the Continent. Only a ‘miracle’ could have brought 
the end of the conflict in 1942. But was not the defence of 
Moscow a ‘miracle’? It may be that Stalin earnestly hoped for 
a rapid conclusion of the struggle. But it is also possible that, 
although he knew that he could not expect victory in 1942, he 
could not face the Russian people with the sober warning that 
their ordeal would go on for several years more. The ordeal 
was too terrible to allow such brutal frankness.* 


The duration of the war obviously depended on the attitude 
of the western allies. Russia had already concluded agreements 
with both Great Britain and the United States, obtained an 
American loan of a billion dollars and the promise of a steady 
flow of war material from the west. But Stalin was on guard 
against the surprises with which the war might be fraught. The 
allied coalition had come into being against the will of each one 
of its members. The bonds between them still seemed tenuous. 
They might snap under the pressure of failures, rivalries, mutual 
recriminations. Under the surface, old antagonisms and ten- 
sions were still there. Might not the west, Stalin could not help 
pondering, seek to conclude a separate peace with Germany 
and leave Russia in the lurch? In his eyes the conflict between 
the fascist capitalism of Germany and the liberal capitalism of 

‘ That the slogan ‘Victory in 1942’ was not then as utterly fantastic as it seems 
in retrospect follows from the fact that at the beginning of that year Rundstedt and 
Leeb urged Hitler to retreat right to the Polish frontier (see B. H. Liddell Hart, 
The Other Side of the Hill, p. 203) . A German withdrawal of that depth would have 
amounted morally to a Russian victory. This must have been the reason for 
Hitler’s refusal to follow his generals’ advice. While his generals had their eyes 
fixed on military strategy, Hitler was concerned primarily with political strategy; 
and it is by no means as certain as the German generals believe that Hitler was 
‘wrong’ in refusing to retreat. His misfortune was that both he and his generals 
were ‘right’, each from a different angle. 
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Britain and the United States was much more superficial than 
the basic antagonism between Bolshevik Russia and either of 
the other two. He saw the irony of history in the fact that 
British Conservatives were, for the sake of self-preservation, 
fighting Hitler, the leader of all anti-Communist forces, the 
virtual head of the European counter-revolution. That paradox 
of history, he must have reasoned, might prove treacherous. 
We know how on the other side the thought that Russia might 
conclude a separate peace with Germany weighed upon the 
minds of Roosevelt and Churchill, who feared that Russia’s 
losses and the element of kinship between two totalitarian 
regimes might yet induce Stalin to reconcile himself with Hitler 
as he had done in 1939.* The fears, then, were mutual; and 
they coloured the political conduct of the war. 

Stalin carefully refrained from waging the war under the 
banner of proletarian revolution, believing apparently that this 
would have wrecked the coalition. He threw overboard the 
instructions and recipes that the congresses of the Comintern 
had worked out for the conduct of Communist parties during 
the war. According to those instructions, the Communists were 
to propagate the overthrow of the capitalist order and to use for 
that purpose all opportunities created by war.^ Instead, they 
now accepted the leadership of the allied Governments and 
supported the war effort in order to help Russia. In most Nazi- 
occupied countries they recognized the bourgeois leadership of 
the resistance: de Gaulle’s in France, BeneS’s in Czechoslovakia, 
Queen Wilhelmina’s in Holland, and so on. Even their propa- 
ganda addressed to Germany, Italy, and the Balkans did not 
call for the overthrow of capitalism. It called on the peoples 
of those countries to resist their rulers in the name of democracy, 
not of proletarian dictatorship. (It was only towards the end of 
the war that the very term ‘democracy’ was to become the 
object of conflicting, ‘eastern’ and ‘western’, interpretations.) 
Moscow now spoke to every nation with the voice of national 

' Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and HopktnSy pp. 400, 466, 495, 734 and passim ; 
J. Ciechanowski, Defeat in Victory, pp. 167-8; Lt.-Gen. Sir GifFard Martel, The 
Russian Outlook, p. 76; The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, vol. ii, p. 1171 and passim. 

* ‘A war . . Stalin repeatedly stated in the thirties, ‘is sure to unleash revolu- 
tion and jeopardize the very existence of capitalism in a number of countries, as 
was the case in the course of the Brst imperialist war.* (J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism, 
pp. 46a, 464.) 
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interest, sentiment, and even prejudice, not with that of Marxist 
internationalism. ‘This is no class war’, Churchill declared on 
the day Hitler attacked Russia; and Stalin seemed to echo 
Churchill. He studiously cultivated the appearance of a single 
anti-fascist interest and democratic ideology, common to the 
whole coalition. To that appearance he sacrificed the Comin- 
tern, when, in May 1943, he decided to disband it. This was 
his political contribution to the coherence of the Grand Alliance. 

It was not only the fear of a separate peace that haunted 
Stalin. Only slightly less grave, but much more real, in his 
eyes was the danger that the western allies would remain in- 
active and let Russia and Germany mutually exhaust them- 
selves. In this suspicion he was confirmed when, in the first 
days of the Russo-German war, a member of the British Govern- 
ment, Lord Brabazon of Tara, publicly urged the allies to adopt 
such an attitude. Lord Brabazon of Tara had to resign from 
the British Government, and both Churchill and Roosevelt 
spoke with great feeling about Russia’s fight and Stalin, their 
ally. But in the inner councils of the Kremlin the words of the 
indiscreet Minister were well remembered. It was undoubtedly 
Stalin’s view that the Minister had been disavowed because he 
had been imprudent enough to utter what most of his colleagues 
had at the back of their minds. To Stalin everything seemed to 
point that way: the class antagonisms, barely hushed up, the 
old Russo-British rivalry, in which Britain invariably appeared 
to Russians as ‘perfidious Albion’ using the muzhik as cannon 
fodder, and, last but not least, the logic of his, Stalin’s, own 
attitude in 1939-41, which now seemed revengefully to rebound 
upon him. He began to press the western allies that they should 
at once join battle with Germany on the Continent, and he 
strove to obtain from them a formal commitment to that effect.* 

At the same time he kept his eye on a diplomatic issue of 
infinite intricacy. In co-operation with Hitler he had extended 
the frontiers of the Soviet Union. He had changed the social 
structure and the political outlook of the incorporated lands 
and had sealed their incorporation by appropriate entries in the 

^ As early as November 1941 Stalin said in his speech at the Mayakovsky station 
of the Metro: *. . . there are still no armies of Great Britain 01 the United States 
on the European continent to wage war against the German fascist troops, with 
the result that the Germans arc not compelled to wage war on two fronts.’ (J. 
Stalin, War Speeefus, p. 16.) 
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Soviet Constitution. He was now out to save his acquisitions 
from the wreckage of his partnership with Hitler; and he urged 
the western allies to recognize the legitimacy of the gains he had 
derived from what they had considered an altogether illegitimate 
bargain. Neither Britain nor the United States hastened openly 
to recognize the incorporation of the Baltic states. But this was 
not a major problem. The Polish issue was much more difficult. 
Poland had been the oldest member of the anti-German 
coalition. She had lost her eastern marches to Russia through 
the same act which had prepared her subjection to Germany. 
The decorum of the Grand Alliance, if nothing else, demanded 
that Poland should be given satisfaction, not because her title- 
deeds to her Ukrainian and Byelorussian marches were un- 
challengeable, but because she had been deprived of those 
possessions in so indecent and brutal a manner. Yet, Stalin could 
not return those lands to Poland without arousing bitterness 
among the Ukrainians, whose resistance to the German occupa- 
tion he had to maintain; without exposing the plebiscites which 
he had ordered in eastern Poland in 1 939, and which served him 
as his title-deeds to those lands, for the fraud which they were; 
without exposing as a hollow formality the entries which he 
had made in the Soviet Constitution; and without himself losing 
face in the process. 

He therefore made a gesture towards the Poles, suggesting 
that he gave them satisfaction without actually giving it to them. 
In the first days of the war his Government declared, in general 
terms, that the Ribbentrop-Molotov pact on Poland was null 
and void. General Sikorski, the head of the Polish Government 
in exile, interpreted this as meaning that Russia had agreed to 
return the eastern marches to Poland. But this was not what 
Stalin meant. At the height of the battle of Moscow he asked 
Anthony Eden, who was then in the Russian capital, for 
British recognition of Russia’s frontiers as they had been at the 
moment of Hitler’s attack. The British Foreign Secretary pre- 
ferred to leave the issue in suspense.* Stalin then proposed 
talks to Sikorski. The Polish Premier replied that the Polish 
Constitution gave him no right to negotiate over his country’s 
frontiers. Thenceforward Stalin, too, would refer to his Con- 
stitution and say that it forbade him to cede any part of the 

* The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, vol. ii, pp. 1 166-7. 
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Soviet territory.* Thus began a new phase of the protracted 
Russo-Polish conflict, a conflict which was exacerbated by the 
sufferings of great masses of Polish deportees in Russia. 


It was with a view to the attainment of these three objectives — 
guarantees against a separate peace, the speeding up of the 
second front, and allied recognition of Russia’s 1941 frontiers 
— that Stalin sent Molotov to London and Washington in May 
1942. Molotov’s mission was ostensibly successful. He con- 
cluded the Anglo-Soviet treaty of alliance — Stalin had first 
suggested it to Lord Beaverbrook in September 1941. The 
alliance was to be valid for twenty years. Moreover, the British 
publicly stated that they agreed with the Russians ‘on the 
urgent need for the opening up of a second front in Europe in 
1942’. Both Churchill and Roosevelt, the former not without 
reluctance, assured Stalin privately that their troops would 
actually invade France across the Channel in September. 
Molotov failed, however, to secure British or American 
recognition of Russia’s frontiers of 1941. On the face of things, 
Stalin had ground for satisfaction. All members of the coalition 
had declared an equally strong determination to defeat Ger- 
many; and Russia’s position was greatly enhanced. In the first 
months of the war the west had been inclined to take a poor 
view of Russia’s powers of resistance. After the battle of Moscow 
the British and American appreciation of her military strength 
rose; and Russia at once took a leading place in the coalition. 
The old anti-Soviet feeling in the west was quickly giving place 
to a naive but sincere popular admiration for all things Russian 
and for Stalin personally. Roosevelt and Churchill spared him 
no flattering words ; and something like popular affection began 
to surround his figure, hitherto remote, incomprehensible, or 
even repulsive to western eyes. 

The swing of public opinion was not one-sided. In Russia, 
too, people were made to forget old grievances and suspicions. 
The propagandists no longer divided the world into capitalists 
and proletarians, into imperialists and their colonial victims, 
but into fascists and democrats. Not only Roosevelt, leader of 
the New Deal and promoter of friendly Russo-American 

* J. Ciechanowski, Defeat in Victory y pp. 88-9. 
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relations, but even Churchill, ex-leader of the anti-Bolshevik 
crusade, was hailed as a symbol of progressive mankind, ally, 
friend. This mood rose to a climax with the announcement 
about the second front in 1942. Such was still the mood when 
in July 1942 Stalin invited Churchill to come to Moscow to 
discuss common military action. 

Churchill arrived in August, but his visit was a bitter dis- 
appointment. He had come to tell Stalin that the Anglo- 
American Chiefs of Staff had decided to cancel the planned 
invasion of France and to prepare instead an invasion of North 
Africa. The meeting between Stalin and Churchill was 
acrimonious and stormy. A semi-official Russian account con- 
tains the following dialogue: 

Churchill: ... we have reached the conclusion . . . 

I find it difficult to talk about this, but . . . 

Stalin: There are no people with weak nerves here, Prime Minister. 

Churchill : The invasion of Europe is impossible this year . . . 

Stalin: That is to say that the English and American leaders re- 
nounce the solemn promise made to us in the spring . . . 

Churchill : We propose an invasion of Sicily. 

Stalin: This will be a political rather than a military front . . . 

Churchill (assures that the invasion of western Europe will take 
place in 1943). 

Stalin: Where is the guarantee that this solemn promise, too, will 
not be broken? 

Molotov: The British Prime Minister will once again prove to us 
that his country is not in a position to sacrifice men.* 

It may be doubted whether Stalin’s language was quite as 
rude as that. But that such was approximately the content and 
the tenor of the conference is confirmed by British and American 
sources.^ In a memorandum for Churchill Stalin said that the 
postponement of the second front was ‘a moral blow to . . . 
Soviet public opinion’ and that it ‘prejudiced the plans of the 
Soviet command for the summer and the winter operations’.^ 

* N. Virta, Stalingradskaya Bitva^ pp. 21-3. 

^ R. £. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins j pp- 590, 617; John R. Deane, The Strange 
Alliancf, p. 17; Lt.-Gen. Sir Giffard Martel, T/u Russian Outlook, pp. 1 13, 157, 158. 

^ It was probably in connexion with this that Stalin took an extremely risky 
decision. He threw into the battle of Stalingrad part of his Far-Eastern Army, 
which he had hitherto kept intact and in readiness against Japan. After the 
battle of Stalingrad he brought his Far-Eastern reserve back to its complement. 
See John K. Deane, The Strange Alliance, pp. 223-4. 
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The situation on the Russian front was indeed dangerous 
once again. The Germans had advanced into the Caucasus 
and almost reached the Volga. The battle of Stalingrad had 
just begun. The armed forces were in danger of losing the 
Caucasian oil. Although Russia could no longer be defeated 
by a knock-out blow, Stalin had reason enough to fear a war 
of attrition, which would immobilize his tanks, planes, and 
transport. He attached especial importance to the fighting at 
Stalingrad, ‘the city of Stalin’, his old Tsaritsyn, whose fall 
might have had the worst possible effect upon the morale of 
the people. No wonder that he reacted to the news Churchill 
had broken to him with the angry reproach that Russia had 
been let down. He, who had so often repeated that he would not 
‘pull chestnuts out of the fire for others’, now felt as if he had, 
after all, been manoeuvred into performing that distasteful job. 
In the Russian account of Churchill’s visit Stalin is quoted as 
saying, after Churchill’s departure: ‘All is clear. A campaign in 
Africa, Italy. They simply want to be the first in reaching the 
Balkans. They want us to bleed white in order to dictate to us 
their terms later on. . . . Nothing will come out of this ! The 
Slavs will be with us They hope that we shall lose Stalin- 

grad and lose the springboard for an offensive. . . .’* 

This account appears to be in part cofoured by afterthoughts. 
It is doubtful whether in August 1942 Stalin in fact attributed 
to Churchill the plan for the invasion of the Balkans, a plan 
which had by then hardly matured in Churchill’s own mind. 
But the reasons for the postponement of the second front that 
Churchill gave him — the main one was the lack of landing craft — 
certainly failed to convince him. He held that Germany’s armed 
forces had been so overwhelmingly engaged on the Russian front 
that Hitler had not enough men to defend the Atlantic coast.^ 

Churchill later confessed that he was puzzled by the capricious- 
ness of Stalin’s behaviour. After the squall over the second 

' N. Virta, Stalingradskaya Bitva, p. 26. 

* This view was shared by leading American generals, including General 
Marshall, and also by some British experts. (R. £. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins^ 
pp. 526, 568-70, 589-91 and passim.) Lt.-Gen. Martel claims in his Russian Outlook 
pp. 157-62) that in 1942 the Germans could spare less manpower for the defence 
of the Atlantic coast than they could in 1944. *Here was our golden opportunity’, 
says Gen. Martel, *but the landing craft were not there.’ General Martel’s view is 
confirmed by Field-Marshal Rundstedt and other German generals. See The Other 
Side of the Hill, pp. 237-40 and passim. 
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front, Stalin showed him unexpected kindness, listening with 
much friendly attention to Churchill’s exposition of the scheme 
for the African invasion and expressing exuberant delight over 
British plans for the ruthless bombardment of German cities. 
Stalin’s ‘capriciousness’, it is easy to guess, reflected a contra- 
diction in his attitude : he could not help venting his ill temper 
over the second front, but he was too much concerned over 
Russia’s alliance with the west and too much haunted by the 
fear of a separate peace not to try to humour his guest after the 
row was over. The world could, of course, be told nothing 
about the grave dissension. It learned that the talks between 
the two Premiers ‘were carried on in an atmosphere of cordiality 
and complete sincerity’. The Russian soldier, nevertheless, 
sensed that something had gone awry; and in his ordeal he 
grew more and more impatient and disillusioned with the west- 
ern Allies. It would be difficult to exaggerate how strongly the 
fact that it was to take another two years before the Allies 
invaded western Europe affected the popular mind. It was 
with an oppressive feeling of its isolation that the Red Army 
fought the battle of Stalingrad. 


The opening of the battle was preceded by a sharp slump in 
the morale of soldiers and civilians. ‘In the south’, writes the 
head of the British Military Mission in Moscow, ‘by Rostov the 
Russian morale seems to have fallen to a low level, and they 
almost ceased fighting. It is believed that Marshal Stalin him- 
self visited that part of the front. In any case it seems clear that 
a widespread purge was immediately carried out. ... It was 
very successful and the Russian morale in the south responded 
at once.’* Stalin allegedly presided over a court martial which 
tried several generals charged with neglect of duty.^ Yaro- 
slavsky, the head of the propaganda department of the party, 
charged the civilian authorities in the Caucasus with complete 
failure to prepare the defence of their cities. German attempts 
to play off Caucasian nationalities and tribes against one another 
and to recruit collaborators among them were not without 

* Lt.-Gcn. Sir Giffard Martel, The Russian Outlook^ p. 43. 

‘ About that time, Marshal Timoshenko, who had replaced Budienny and had 
won much distinction, disappeared from the command, but it is not clear whether 
he was deposed or whether he left because he had been wounded in battle. 
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success — the fact was to be officially admitted after the war, 
when several hundred thousand Chechens and Ingushs, as well as 
Crimean Tartars, charged with helping the enemy, were pun- 
ished with deportation to Siberia. Thus the omens for the 
battle of Stalingrad were not good. But this was a contest which 
for personal, perhaps even more than for purely military, 
reasons Stalin could not afford to lose. Throughout the six 
months of its duration he directed and watched the course of 
the battle and of the counter-offensive that developed from it. 

From the outset the fortunes of this campaign were extra- 
ordinary. The Germans had at first not considered the city to 
be of prime importance. The Russians began to deploy their 
troops for its defence only in the middle of July. There was, 
indeed, no compelling military reason why Stalingrad should 
have become the site of this greatest battle of the Second World 
War. The Germans probably could much more easily have 
cut the Volga lifeline at any point to the south of Stalingrad, 
between Stalingrad and the Caspian Sea. It was mainly 
a psychological motive that now impelled Hitler. ‘By the time 
that the more deliberate bid for Stalingrad began, in the second 
half of August’ (so runs the story told by the German generals), 
‘the Russians had collected more reserves there. ... It was 
easier for the Russians to reinforce Stalingrad than the Caucasus, 
because it was nearer their main front. Hitler became exasper- 
ated at these repeated checks. The name of the place — “the 
city of Stalin” — was a challenge. He drew off forces from his 
main line, and everywhere else, in the effort to overcome it — 
and exhausted his army in the effort.’' The previous year the 
ambition of both. Hitler and Stalin, had been focused on the 
Kremlin — now it was equally strongly focused on Stalingrad. 

By the second half of August the Russians had retreated into 
the middle of the Stalingrad defensive area. Stalin sent Zhukov, 
his ablest commander, and Vassilevsky, who had replaced 
Shaposhnikov as Chief of Staff, and Malenkov to the danger 
spot. ‘Not a step back’ was his famous order to the garrison 
of Stalingrad. This was no piece of martial rhetoric such as is 
often indulged in by commanders of retreating armies. Nor was 
Stalin obsessed with the idea of static defence, as Hitler was 
to be after the tide of war had turned against him. On the 
* B. H. Liddell Hart, The Other Side of the Hillf p. 215. 
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contrary, skilful withdrawals and evasions had so far been 
the main elements of Stalin’s ‘defence in depth*. But to stem 
the German advance at the city that bore his name was to him 
a matter of supreme importance. His legend was at stake. 

The German advance continued, but it was very slow and 
very costly. In the first half of September the fighting shifted 
to the close approaches to the city ; in the second half it raged 
in its suburbs and its centre. Chuikov’s 62nd army was joined 
by workers of the Stalingrad factories, among whom were the 
veterans who had fought here under Stalin and Voroshilov 
twenty-two years ago. The defenders were squeezed right to 
the Volga; all their ways of retreat were cut off; reinforcements 
and supplies reached them only across the river, through heavy 
German fire; and ice-floes were soon to obstruct traffic on the 
water. On 5 October Stalin again addressed the besieged 
garrison: T demand from you to take every measure to defend 
Stalingrad. . . . Stalingrad must not be yielded to the enemy, 
and that part of it that has been captured by the enemy must 
be liberated.’ From 27 September till 13 October the battle 
was fought in the sheds of three factories, the Stalingrad Tractor 
Plant, the Red October, and the Barricade. From 14 October 
till 19 November the fight was for single houses — the conquest 
of a single street now cost the Germans as much time and blood 
as they had hitherto spent on the conquest of entire European 
countries. In the middle of November the defenders held only 
a few scattered positions, hard by the banks of the river. At that 
moment, in his order of the day of 7 November, Stalin tried to 
lift their hearts : ‘There will still be’, he promised, ‘rejoicing in 
our street.’ On 19 November, when the Germans seemed to 
be engaged in a last effort to gain complete mastery of the city, 
he ordered the counter-offensive. 

He had begun to plan it in September, at the moment of 
the great confusion. ‘We are fighting single-handed*, thus he 
summed up the situation to Vassilevsky. ‘Our counter-attacks 
do not yield the expected results. Divisions perish. Some 
[generals] want us to do one thing, others another. Some insist 
that we limit ourselves to expelling the Germans from Stalin- 
grad. Others want to persuade us to wait for allied help. And 
all are asking us for reserves.* He held that the crisis could be 
overcome only by a great counter-offensive, and that the time 
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for that was ripe. He asked Vassilevsky (or was it Zhukov 
whom he asked?) to work out the operational plan. 

Stalin’s idea of the counter-offensive was based on the same 
psychological premisses and the same insight into Hitler’s 
mentality which underlay the scheme for the battle of Moscow, 
although the operational aspect of the present campaign was 
to be much more complex, mature, and effective. Once again 
Stalin banked on his foe’s blind arrogance. He took it for 
granted that Hitler was considering the Russian forces in the 
south to have been so upset and disorganized in the summer as 
to be incapable of rallying for a counter-offensive. Stalin further 
assumed that the Germans would once again fail to redeploy 
their troops from offensive to defensive formation. In his order 
of 14 October Hitler did in fact explicitly assure his men that 
a Russian counter-offensive was out of the question. The task 
Stalin assigned to the defenders of Stalingrad was to pin down 
and wear out the elite of the southern German armies inside the 
Stalingrad bag. Meanwhile he was building up a strategic 
reserve, and was utterly insensitive to the desperate cries for 
reinforcements that came from hard-pressed commanders in the 
field. ‘No matter how they cry and complain’, he instructed 
his Chief of Staff, ‘don’t promise them any reserves. Don’t give 
them a single battalion from the Moscow front.’ He did not 
commit the mistake of dissipation which was to be Hitler’s 
undoing — Hitler was just then aimlessly shifting his reserves 
between Stalingrad and the Caucasus. Stalin put the whole 
operational reserve under the orders of Zhukov,* who dis- 
tributed it, in complete secrecy, between the three armies that 
Hanked Stalingrad from the north, the north-west, and the 
south. Vatutin, Rokossovsky, and Yeremenko were in charge 
of the three armies; and Voronov was in command of the great 

* In’ the histories of the battle of Stalingrad, written after the war, Vassilevsky, 
lot Zhukov, is named as the commander of that reserve and of the counter- 
offensive at large. This must be regarded as part of that ‘revision’ of history which 
^as underuken after the war with the distinct purpose of playing down Zhukov’s 
•ole. The official communique of the Soviet Information Bureau, published in 
?raoda on 31 December 1942, in the course of the battle, stated that the operation 
ivas ‘under the over-all direction of the representatives of the Supreme Command : 
\rmy General G. K. Zhukov, Colonel General A. M. Vassilevsky and Army 
General of Artillery N. N. Voronov’. Since Zhukov, as Army General, was the 
senior of the three officers, he and not Vassilevsky must have been in supreme 
:ommand. 
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mass of artillery, the master weapon of this battle. The three 
commanders of the sectors were to strike concentric blows at 
the rear of the German besiegers of Stalingrad and cut them 
off from the German armies in the west. The first blows were 
to fall upon the weak joints of the German front, at those parts 
of it which were held by half-hearted Rumanian, Hungarian, 
and Italian troops — this was another instance of the psycho- 
logical and political insight on which the plan was based. On 
19 November Vatutin struck from the north. He was followed 
by Rokossovsky next day, and then by Yeremenko, who struck 
from the south. On the fourth day the German besiegers of 
Stalingrad were themselves besieged. 

Stalin now ordered his generals to pay no attention to 
von Paulus’s surrounded divisions, but to strike instead at the 
outer German forces and to drive these back from the Volga 
to the Don and beyond. Presently, a German army group 
under Manstein rushed from the south to relieve von Paulus; 
and Hitler ordered his aviation to keep open an air corridor 
to Stalingrad, by which his blockaded divisions were to be sup- 
plied with food and ammunition. Stalin threw his air force 
reserve into the battle and blocked the ‘corridor*. Then when 
his generals could not agree among themselves whom to tackle 
first, von Paulus or Manstein, he decided that Manstein be 
attacked first. The attack was successful; and by the end of 
December the main German force had been thrown back 120 
miles from Stalingrad. On i February von Paulus and twenty- 
three German generals and their troops surrendered. Soon 
afterwards the Caucasus was cleared of Germans. Thus ended 
the campaign, in all respects so closely linked with Stalin’s 
name, in which the flower of the German army perished. It 
was against the background of this battle, fought where he had 
a quarter of a century before made his first stumbling steps as 
a military leader, that Stalin now rose to almost titanic stature 
in the eyes of the world.* 

The events of 1941 and 1942 wrought significant changes in 

* This account of the Stalingrad battle is based on Soviet reports, published in 
Pravda^ Izvestya^ Krasnaya the ofheial communique (vol. iii, Soobshchenya Sovet- 

skovo Informbu9eau)y the collection Velikaya Bitva pod Stalingradomy and a very clear 
summary and analysis of the campaign by B. Telpukhox'sky, ‘Velikaya Stalingrad- 
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Russia’s outlook. Stalin himself often pointed out that the war 
had put the Soviets to the most severe test possible and had 
provided the final justification for the ideas and principles that 
inspired them. It is true that the regime stood the test much 
better than its opponents, and even some of its admirers, had 
expected. The supreme crisis revealed its basic strength. But 
it is also true that the war tended to upset some of those habits 
of mind on which the regime, as it had evolved in the thirties, 
was based; and that it compelled Stalin to make open and 
veiled political adjustments, designed to overcome cleavages 
existing in the nation and to create the unity of purpose that 
was essential for victory. 

Twice had the morale of the nation been strained to break- 
ing-point : on the eve of the battle of Moscow and on the eve 
of the battle of Stalingrad. Some of the critical symptoms, acts 
of panic and desertion, were inherent in the situation and would 
have appeared under any comparable circumstances. Others, 
such as mass collaboration with the enemy, especially in the 
Ukraine and the Caucasus, resulted from grievances and resent- 
ments lingering on since the thirties. Stalin realized that the 
country needed some sort of internal truce. He could the easier 
arrange such a truce because this implied no reconciliation on 
his part with any battleworthy political opponents — these he 
had destroyed. All he had to do was to try to dissipate an 
indefinite malaise, an inarticulate resentment, in some sections 
of the people. It is wellnigh impossible to say just how large or 
important were those sections. It should not be imagined that 
a majority of the nation was hostile to the Government. If that 
had been the case no patriotic appeals, no prodding or coercion, 
would have prevented Russia’s political collapse, for which 
Hitler was still confidently hoping.* The great transformation 
that the country had gone through before the war had, despite 
all its dark sides, strengthened the moral fibre of the nation. 
The majority was imbued with a strong sense of its economic 

skaya Bitva’, in Voprosy Istorii, no. 2, 1 948, M.Vodolagin, ‘Narodnoyc Stalingradskoye 
Opolchcnyc’ in Istoricheskii Journal, no. 3, 1945. N. Virta’s Stalingradskaya Bitva is of 
limited documentary value; in some points its reliability is highly doubtful. The 
German view of the battle is given in B. H. Liddell Hart’s The Other Side of the Hill. 

* B. H. Liddell Hart, The Other Side of the Hill, p. 182. ‘Hopes of victory were 
largely built on the prospect that the invasion would produce a political upheaval 
in Russia*, says Field-Marshal von Kleist. 
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and social advance, which it was grimly determined to defend 
against danger from without. A minority was certainly sullen 
and bitter; and, judging by the scope of the pre-war upheavals 
and by the range of interests adversely affected, this could not 
have been an insignificant minority. Between the satisfied 
elements and the dissatisfied ones there were those who doubted 
and vacillated. Amid terrible defeats the mood of the nation 
might have fluctuated, risen, and fallen and swung this way and 
that so suddenly and so rapidly as to upset the political balance. 
The Government had to exert itself to steady the nation’s 
temper. Only then could it hope that its exacting demands on 
the people would be met. Only then could it arouse the country 
to that pitch of enthusiasm without which the great victories 
of the coming years would have been impossible. 

Before the war the whole propaganda machine incessantly 
harped upon the story of strife in the party. Not for one moment 
was the nation then allowed to forget the evils of Trotskyism, 
Bukharinism, and other deviations or to relax in its ‘vigilance’ 
vis-d-vis the ‘enemies of the people’. During the war this theme 
was discreetly dropped. In the face of Hitler’s all too real con- 
spiracy, the bogus conspiracies of previous years were as if 
forgotten. Survivors of the crushed oppositions, who could be 
useful in the war effort, were brought out of concentration 
camps and assigned to important national work. Tukhachev- 
sky’s disciples, who had been cashiered and deported, were 
rushed back to military headquarters. Among them, according 
to one reliable report, was Rokossovsky, the victor of Stalin- 
grad, a former Polish Communist, who had served as liaison 
officer between Tukhachevsky’s staff and the Comintern. Pro- 
fessor Ramzin, the head of the ‘Industrial Party’, who, in the 
early thirties, had been charged with conspiracy and compact 
with a foreign power, was released, acclaimed for his services, 
and awarded the highest prizes and medals. Professor Ustrialov, 
who had in fact advocated the transformation of the Soviets 
into a nationalist-bourgeois republic, reappeared as a con- 
tributor to leading Moscow newspapers. These were the most 
spectacular cases which illustrated the indefinite domestic truce. 
It was indefinite because it was not based on any formal act 
of reconciliation or on a general amnesty, but merely on Stalin’s 
allusive gestures, which, though their meaning was clear to 
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those for whom they were meant, committed him to nothing, 
and amounted to no ‘self-criticism’. 

The most significant new development, however, was an up- 
surge of nationalism, such as would have been thought incom- 
patible with Bolshevism only a short time before. The upsurge 
was in part spontaneous. The mass of the people reacted with 
an outburst of anger and national pride to the news, which 
filtered through from German occupied territory, about the 
sadistic ill-treatment of their kinsmen by the Nazis, and to the 
Hitlerian propaganda about the racial inferiority of the Slavs, 
especially of the Russians. The anger and the pride were further 
^ intensified by the nation’s sense of its isolation, which deepened 
with the delays of the allied invasion of western Europe. That 
sense was expressed by poets, writers, and journalists. Russia 
saw herself, in the words of Alexei Tolstoy, as ‘Atlas, alone 
carrying the whole burden of the world’. To some extent, how- 
ever, Stalin artificially boosted the nationalist emotion as a 
matter of policy. We heard him conjuring up the spirits of 
Kutuzov, Suvorov, Minin and Pozharsky in the first months of 
the war. Hosts of propagandists followed him with a grotesquely 
immoderate glorification of Russia’s imperial past. Then he 
showered upon the country a long series of decrees, reforms, or 
counter-reforms, all designed to whip up the new mood. 

The nation was in need of something, a slogan or an idea, 
that would fire its imagination and sustain its valour. In the 
civil war the ideas of international socialism and world revolu- 
tion animated the Red Army. Later the mass of Bolsheviks took 
it for granted that, if attacked, Russia would turn the war into 
a struggle in which the lines of division would run not between 
nations but between classes within each nation. This belief in 
revolutionary internationalism had gradually slumped; and 
little life was left in it after the prolonged cultivation of a self- 
centred socialism in one country and the victimization of the 
exponents of internationalism in the great purges.* Stalin’s 

* The old Bolshevik idea still echoed in Molotov’s words, spoken on the first 
day of the war: ’This war has been forced upon us not by the German people, not 
by the German workers, peasants, and intellectuals, whose suflerinf^ we well under- 
stand, but by the clique of bloodthirsty fascist rulers* (Soviet Foreign Policy during the 
Patriotic War^ vol. i, p. 75). This sweeping exoneration of the Ciermaii people, even 
of the intellectuals, was never afterwards repeated. 



488 stalin: a political biography 

present anxiety to maintain the coalition between Russia and 
the western powers was the decisive deterrent to any revival of 
the old revolutionary internationalism. Nationalist exaltation 
was the reaction from it; and the exaltation, naturally enough, 
rose to the pitch of intensity in the armed forces. 

It was in the armed forces that the most startling changes, 
conceived in the new spirit, were made. Most of the customs, 
habits, and institutions that had remained in the army as a 
legacy of the revolution and the civil war were swept away. In 
the middle of the battle of Stalingrad, in October 1942, a special 
decree did away with the political commissars, who had hitherto 
controlled the officers on behalf of the party — the political com- 
missars in fact remained, but were subordinated to the military 
commanders. The measure was militarily justified — it created 
unity of command and enhanced discipline. But its political 
implications were no less important. It was the signal for a 
zealous return to pre-revolutionary military traditions. Com- 
menting, in November 1 942, on a decree which abolished ‘social- 
ist competition’ in the army, Pravda bluntly stated that the 
soldier had no Socialist obligations whatsoever and that his job 
was simply to serve his fatherland, as his forebears had done. 
The army regulations of Peter the Great were recalled as a 
model for imitation. Guards regiments and guards divisions — 
their very names recalled Tsarist days — were created. Orders 
of Suvorov and Kutuzov were instituted. Cossack formations, 
once despised as symbols of Tsarist oppression, were brought 
back to life and to the old glamour. Finally, on the eve of the 
twenty-fifth anniversary of the revolution, epaulettes were re- 
introduced as part of the officer’s uniform, the epaulettes that 
had in one of the first Bolshevik decrees been banned as marks 
of a reactionary caste system in the army. Saluting was made 
obligatory and strictly enforced. Exclusive officers’ clubs and 
strictly separate messes for junior and senior officers were 
opened. As if to sanction this whole trend, by which the stand- 
ing and the privileges of the officers’ corps were enhanced, and 
to underline his personal connexion with it, Stalin himself 
assumed the title of Marshal — his first military rank at the age 
of sixty-four — in March 1943, after the conclusion of the battle 
of Stalingrad. He had just covered his officers’ corps with 
honours and laurels. In December alone he had promoted 360 
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commanders to the rank of general; and in the following weeks 
the pages of the newspapers were daily filled with long lists of 
promotions. He had just handed marshals’ batons to his most 
brilliant commanders; and now he was eager to demonstrate 
that he was one with his officers’ corps. 

The traditionalist and nationalist trend was not confined to 
the army; it permeated the political climate of the whole 
country. Stalin was careful not to commit himself personally 
too directly to the new line — old Bolshevik inhibitions were 
apparently too strong in his mind for that. But he authorized 
the new line in his own, curiously elusive, manner. During the 
battle of Moscow he made this remark on national socialism ; 
^ ‘Can the Hitlerites be regarded as nationalists} No, they cannot. 
Actually, the Hitlerites are now not nationalists but imperial- 
ists,’'^ He went on to argue that as long as Hitler was collecting 
German lands he had some right to the title of a nationalist, 
but that he forfeited it when he began to annex non-German 
countries. This was a strange argument in Stalin’s mouth, for 
never hitherto had the Bolsheviks, including Stalin, denied their 
enemies and opponents the label of nationalism which had for 
them, the disciples of Lenin, a derogatory meaning. In denying 
Hitler that label now, he stripped it of the derogatory connota- 
^tion and said, as it were: ‘It is we, not our enemies, who are 
the real nationalists.’ His propagandists grasped the hint and 
acted upon it. He himself uneasily balanced between residual 
internationalism and an inclination to fan the nationalist 
emotion. Thus he once said : ‘. . . if the Germans want to have 
a war of extermination they will get it. From now on . . . our 
task will be ... to exterminate every single German who has 
set his invading foot on the territory of our Fatherland.’^ This 
was widely used by Hitler’s propagandists, who told the German 
soldiers that the Red Army did not spare the lives of prisoners, 
and thereby induced them to fight with savage despair. Stalin 
then corrected himself, describing the interpretation given to 
his words as a ‘stupid lie and a senseless slander against the 
Red Army’. ‘It would be ludicrous’, he added, ‘to identify 
Hitler’s clique with the German people, with the German state. 
The experience of history indicates that Hitlers come and go, 

' J. Stalin, War Speeches^ p.* 18. 

^ Ibid., p. 20. 
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but the German people and the German state remain/* His 
propagandists, as a rule, failed to make this distinction until 
the final phase of the war. Like many of their colleagues in the 
other allied countries, they aroused the people against the Ger- 
man nation as a whole, not merely against Nazis. Stalin’s own 
orders of the day invariably ended with the words: ‘Death to the 
German invaders!’ This grim refrain, repeated day after day 
and serving as the text for poems and journalistic articles, 
at once reflected the fury of the embattled nation and sustained 
that fury, reducing, as it were, the intricate and many-sided 
business of war to the primeval physical element of slaughter. 

Hitler’s racial barbarity, on the one hand, and the nationalist 
vehemence of Stalin’s propaganda on the other, left almost no ' 
room for any genuine Russian appeal to the rank and file of 
the German army, for any attempt to drive an ideological 
wedge between the National Socialists and the rest of the Ger- 
man people, for any effective political warfare that might have 
reduced the scale of the horrible slaughter. It was the strength 
of the nationalist message that it did not allow the Russian 
soldier to flag or falter. It was its weakness that, because of it, 
Russia could buy victory only at the highest and the most 
terrible of prices. It is, indeed, difficult to say which was 
greater : Russia’s misfortune in having a leadership incapable 
of winning the war at a price involving less destruction and 
bloodshed, or her good fortune in having a leadership which, 
once the course of history had left her no other way out, apart 
from surrender and subjection, was capable of paying the most 
prodigious price any nation had ever paid for victory.^ 

On 4 September 1943 Stalin startled the world by his sudden 
rehabilitation of the Greek Orthodox Church, which, identified 
with the ancien regime, had been half-suppressed since the revolu- 
tion. Stalin received the Metropolitan Sergius, the actual head 
of the Church, and after a long and friendly interview with him, 
decreed the restoration of the Holy Synod. The reason he gave 
for this act was that the Church had co-operated in the war 
effort and thereby proved its loyal devotion to the fatherland. 

* J. Stalin, War Speeches, pp. 29-30. 

* ‘It is very fortunate for Russia in her agony’, this was Churchill’s wartime 
verdict, ‘to have this great rugged war chief at her head. He is a man of massive 
outstanding personality, suited to the sombre and stormy time in which his life 
has been cast.’ 
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This was true enough, although it was also true that bishops 
and priests in the occupied territories collaborated with the 
Germans. The fresh zeal for the old Russian tradition de- 
manded the rehabilitation of the Church, which had held a 
central place in that tradition. As religion had by no means 
lost all its hold on the muzhik^ and as some revival of religious 
sentiment had made itself felt amid recent trials and tribula- 
tions, the new deal for the Church was likely to pull down 
a barrier between the Government and religious people. It 
enhanced the political truce. 

Stalin had in mind wider considerations as well. In the 
course of its summer offensives the Red Army had just liberated 
' most of the Ukraine; and Stalin looked forward to the day when 
it would cross the frontiers into the Balkans, where eastern 
Christianity was the dominant religion. Russians influence in 
the Balkans is worth a Greek Orthodox Mass, he might have 
said to himself. The Tsars had used the Church as an obedient 
tool of their policy; and from cool opportunistic calculation 
Stalin now followed in their footsteps. That he, the Hive of a 
theological seminary, should have staged the half-real and half- 
spurious come-back of the Church was one of those little coinci- 
dences of history into which romantic historians might read a 
'special meaning. But that he should have rehabilitated the 
Church so soon after he had disbanded the Comintern was a 
coincidence to which more political importance was attached. 
The two acts were consonant with one another ; and their con- 
sonance was made even more emphatic when the Internationale, 
the hymn of the Labour movement of the world, composed by 
a French Communard, hitherto the anthem of the Soviet 
Republic, was replaced by another anthem of greater patriotic 
respectability.* 

It was also in keeping with the whole trend that Stalin 
sponsored a new Slavophil movement. Slavophilism, with 
Panslavism as its extreme, had been part and parcel of pre- 
revolutionary Russia. One of its varieties had been an instru- 
ment of Tsarist diplomacy which, in its struggle against the 
Ottoman and Habsburg empires, appealed to the racial 
solidarity of their Slavonic subjects — Bulgars, Serbs, Slovenes, 

* The new anthem begins with the following words: ^An indestructible union 
of free republics Gnat Russia has rallied for ever 
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and Czechs — with Russia. Another variety of Slavophilism had 
a revolutionary, ‘populist’ tinge — it proclaimed the solidarity of 
the Slav peasant nations against both feudal autocracy and 
western capitalism. Russian Marxism, including Bolshevism, 
had renounced Slavophilism in all its versions because the 
Marxists despised any appeal to racial solidarity. The now 
resurrected Slavophilism combined the features of its two earlier 
varieties — it was an instrument of diplomacy and at the same 
time it hinted at a common, peculiarly Slav, revolutionary 
interest. 

Although Stalin patronized the new traditionalism, he could 
not but realize that fundamentally the two outlooks, the one 
harking back to All the Russias of the Tsars and the other*' 
deriving its inspiration from Lenin, were antagonistic to each 
other. He could not completely identify himself with either. 
He had left the shores of Leninist Russia far behind, but he 
could not lay anchor at the shores of Mother Russia — he was 
the wanderer between the two. There could, of course, be no 
question of any open controversy between the two outlooks, for 
the regime and its ideology had to remain ‘monolithic’. It can- 
not even be said which of the members of the Politbureau were 
more expressive of one principle and which of the other, or 
whether there were such differences between them at all,' 
because almost nothing is known about the inner life of the 
Politbureau in those years. Nevertheless, two parties, a party 
of revolution and a party of tradition, only half-conscious of 
themselves, led a silent existence in the thoughts and feelings 
of the people and in the mind of Stalin himself. The careful 
reader ofhis wartime speeches can trace, through his successive 
ideological inflections and shifts of emphasis, the instances in 
which now this and now that party takes precedence of the 
other, and the instances in which they keep each other in check. 
The duality of Stalin’s outlook was strikingly reflected, for 
instance, in his behaviour during the celebration of the anniver- 
sary of the revolution in 1943. On the eve of the anniversary 
he was decorated with the Order of Suvorov. He appeared 
before the Moscow Soviet to make his customary commemora- 
tive speech, but for the first time he now appeared there in 
Marshal’s uniform, wearing epaulettes embroidered with gold 
and with stars adorned with diamonds and jewels. While out- 
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side salvoes of artillery fire and fabulous displays of fireworks 
were greeting the news of the liberation of Kiev, he stood before 
the Soviet like the very embodiment of the Russia of the 
Suvorovs and Kutuzovs. But in his speech he completely 
ignored the exalted symbols of Imperial Russia. Instead he 
recalled the ‘behests of the great Lenin’, and dwelt at length 
on the Socialist achievement of the revolution. As if to counter- 
balance the cult of the army, which had been mounting in 
preceding months, he now said: ‘As in the years of peaceful 
construction so in the days of war, the leading and guiding force 
of the Soviet people has been the party of Lenin.’* 


His behaviour, and, indeed, the whole situation, suggested 
that he was trying to alleviate some latent tension between party 
and army. There was enough ground for such tension. The 
nationalist emotion was focused on the army. The army was 
garnering the laurels and overshadowing the party. The two 
bodies were not necessarily engaged in any sensational intrigue 
or struggle for power. The links between them had so far been 
too strong for that — many of the officers had been members of 
the party; and peril from without made for unity. A degree 
of rivalry was, nevertheless, inevitable. In peace the party 
zealously guarded its supremacy vis-a-vis all other organizations. 
The war tended to weaken that supremacy. It gave new weight 
to the army. The force of circumstances made of the General 
Staff the Politbureau’s equal, and invested the officers’ corps 
with more authority, not to speak of glamour, than that which 
the civilian hierarchy of the party secretaries enjoyed. The party 
had to put up with that, but it could not help being fretful. 

Hitler, exasperated by disagreements with his own generals, 
once told his friends how much he envied Stalin, who could 
deal much more ruthlessly with obstinate generals than he could 
himself.^ In this, as in many of his ‘intuitions’ about Russia, 
the ‘Bohemian corporal’ was superficial and wrong. He prob- 
ably had in mind the purge of Tukhachevsky and his group, 
which, incidentally, took place three years after Hitler’s show- 
down with General Schleicher. The truth is that the officers* 


* J. Stalin, IVar Speeches, p. 78. 

* B. H. Liddell Hart, The Other Side of the Hill, p. 207. 
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corps of the Red Army had been the only organization in the 
state upon which Stalin had not brought to bear the full measure 
of totalitarian pressure. To be sure, he kept the armed forces 
under his control. But he also took care not to involve them^ 
too closely in all the controversies and intrigues which shook 
party and state. He encouraged the non-political general, 
devoted to his job and bent on making the best of it, as long 
as that officer paid lip service to the party on one or other rare 
occasion. The general who had in the past been sympatheti- 
cally inclined to this or that opposition but had not been 
politically active was not required to go through these humiliat- 
ing motions of contrition, which no civilian with a similar blot 
on his political conscience was allowed to dodge. Military art<- 
was one of the few politically important domains in which 
Stalin encouraged the original and experimenting mind, in 
which he did not impose the do’s and don’t’s of his pseudo- 
dialectical catechism. Until 1937 he had allowed Tukhachevsky 
a free hand in matters concerned with strategic and tactical 
conceptions and with the modernization of the armed forces. 
Thus, the officers’ corps largely escaped that oppressive spiritual 
drill which, over the years, maimed and crushed the civilian 
character. True enough, the purge of 1937 led to a grave 
worsening. But it was significant that not one of the indicted' 
military leaders was brought to recite the usual confessions and 
self-accusations. All faced their judges and executioners like 
men. That circumstance alone indicated that the officers’ corps 
had acquired a distinct mentality of its own, an independence 
of mind and a moral staying power quite exceptional in the 
climate of totalitarianism. 

In the first phase of the war the army paid a heavy price ¥ 
for, among other things, the loss of self-reliance which its com- 
manding staffs had suffered as a consequence of the purges. 
The warning was not, however, wasted on Stalin. He had the 
sense to give back to his generals their freedom of movement, 
to encourage them to speak their mind, to embolden them to 
look for the solution of their problems by way of trial and error, 
and to relieve them from the fear of the boss’s wrath, a fear 
which weighed so heavily on Hitler’s generals. He punished 
his officers with draconic severity for lack of courage or vigi- 
lance; he demoted them for incompetence, even when the in- 
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competents happened to be Voroshilov and Budienny; and he 
promoted for initiative and efficiency. Hitler’s generals had a 
shrewder appreciation of Stalin’s method than Hitler himself 
when they said that the top rungs of the Russian ladder of com- 
mand ‘were filled by men who had proved themselves so able 
that they were allowed to exercise their own judgement, and 
could safely insist on doing things in their own way’.* 

It is nevertheless true that, like Hitler, Stalin took the final 
decision on every major and many a minor military issue. How 
then, it may be asked, could the two things be reconciled: 
Stalin’s constant interference with the conduct of the war, and 
freedom of initiative for his subordinates? The point is that he 
r had a peculiar manner of making his decisions, one which not 
only did not constrict his generals, but, on the contrary, induced 
them to use their own judgement. Hitler usually had his pre- 
conceived idea — sometimes it was a brilliant conception, some- 
times a bee in his bonnet — which he tried to force upon a 
Brauchitsch or a Haider or a Rundstedt. For all his so-called 
dilettantism, he was a doctrinaire in matters of strategy, im- 
patient with those who could not see the merits of his particular 
dogma or plan. Not so Stalin. He had no strategic dogmas to 
impose upon others. He did not approach his generals with 
’ operational blue-prints of his own. He indicated to them his 
general ideas, which were based on an exceptional knowledge 
of all aspects of the situation, economic, political, and military. 
But beyond that he let his generals formulate their views and 
work out their plans, and on these he based his decisions. His 
role seems to have been that of the cool, detached, and ex- 
perienced arbiter of his own generals. In case of a controversy 
between them, he collected the opinions of those whose opinion 
mattered, weighed pros and cons, related local viewpoints to 
general considerations and eventually spoke his mind. His 
decisions did not therefore strike his generals on the head — they 
usually sanctioned ideas over which the generals themselves 
had been brooding. This method of leadership was not novel 
to Stalin. In the early twenties he came to lead the Politbureau 
in an analogous way, by carefully ascertaining what were the 
views of the majority and adopting these as his own. Similarly, 
the generals were now receptive to his inspiration, because he 

* B. H. Liddell Hart, The Other Side of the Hill, p. 232. 
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himself was receptive to their thoughts and suggestions. His 
mind did not, like Hitler’s, produce fireworks of strategic inven- 
tion, but his method of work left more room for the collective 
invention of his commanders and favoured a sounder relation- 
ship between the commander-in-chief and his subordinates than 
that which prevailed at the Oberkommando der Wehrmacht} 

This is not to say that Stalin simply followed the majority of 
his commanders. Even that majority was, in a sense, of his own 
making. In the depths of defeat he radically renewed and 
rejuvenated the high commanding staffs. He brushed aside all 
sterile pretensions of seniority and paid attention only to per- 
formance in battle. Nearly all his famous marshals and generals 
held subordinate positions or were juniors when war broke out. ' 
The basic selection of the new military elite took place during 
the battle of Moscow, when Zhukov, Vassilevsky, Rokdssovsky, 
and Voronov came to the fore. It continued with the battle 
of Stalingrad, in which Vatutin, Yeremenko, Malinovsky, 
Chuikov, Rotmistrov, Rodimtsev, and others made their names. 
It was nearly completed during the battle of Kursk, the turning- 
point in the meteoric career of the young Cherniakovsky, who 
within three years rose from major to army general. These 
men, nearly all in their thirties or forties, unhampered by the 
deadweight of routine, avidly learned in the hard school of" 
battle until they became their enemies’ equals and then 
superiors. 

* Stalin’s method of work is quite well illustrated in the following quotation 
which describes — in a too popular and simplified manner but correctly in substance 
— his intervention in one of the more important episodes of the Stalingrad battle, 
the disagreement between Vassilevsky and Rokossovsky over whether they should 
strike first at von Paulus or at Manstein. The disagreement had been referred 
to Stalin. Rokossovsky protested against the diversion of Malinovsky’s army, 
which had been placed under his orders, for the operation against Manstein. 
Stalin sounds the views of other generals : 

Moscow G.H.Q. 

Stalin {speaks over the phone)'. What is your opinion? Turn against Manstein? 
Thank you. {Puts down the receiver and calls again). Hallo . . . There is a pro- 
posal from Vassilevsky that we should dispose finally of Manstein. It is 
proposed that Malinovsky’s army be used for that. What is your opinion? 
To leave it with Rokossovsky? Thank you. {Puts down the receiver and calls 
again.) Vassilevsky proposes to shift Malinovsky’s army and to assign it to 
Yeremenko in order to rout Manstein. Your opinion? {Listening) No, that’s 
no answer. Yes or no? You would like to think it over? All right. 

In the end Stalin sides with Vassilevsky and orders the attack on Manstein (N. 
Virta, Stalingradskaya Bitva, pp. 230-1). 
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The regeneration of the army, of its morale, and of its com- 
manding staff was one of Russia’s most remarkable achieve- 
ments, for which credit was due to Stalin. But the political 
implications of this could not have been quite to Stalin’s taste. 
His marshals and generals began to steal the limelight. He, 
Stalin, had hitherto towered so high above even his associates 
of the Politbureau that, in the eyes of the people, not one of 
them had held the position of his second in command. Not one 
of them had had any hold on popular imagination or affection. 
On top of the pyramid of power Stalin had stood alone; only 
far below had appeared the almost impersonal characters of 
Molotov, Kaganovich, Mikoyan, Zhdanov, Andreyev. The 
^ political life of the country had been enveloped in a grey atmo- 
sphere of anonymity. That atmosphere was now largely dis- 
pelled. New names, coupled with great and glorious victories, 
were on everybody’s lips. They represented a potential force 
which, although not in any way opposed to Stalin, did not suit 
his political style. We have seen how the fear of a Bonapartist 
deformation of the revolution had haunted the Bolsheviks since 
early days. Although Stalin himself had since been accused of 
being a sort of a Bonaparte, he could not but look askance upon 
the military legend that was growing around his marshals. 
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After the summer offensive of 1943, in which the Red Army 
recaptured nearly two-thirds of the lost Soviet territory, Stalin 
could have had no doubt about the outcome of the war. For 
the first time now General Winter had no share in his victories. 
The Russian forces in the field had not yet obtained that 
numerical superiority over the Germans with which they were 
to overwhelm them later. As Stalin himself was to tell Roosevelt 
and Churchill at Teheran, he had only sixty divisions more than 
the Germans, and these he rapidly shifted between the various 
sectors of the front in order to have superior striking power at 
selected places and at decisive moments.* Nor had his troops 
yet had the advantage of fighting with more and better weapons 
than those possessed by the enemy. In 1942 Russian industry, 
slowly recovering from dislocation, produced very little. Only 
in 1943 did the newly built factories and those that had been 
‘leap-frogged’ from the west to the Urals and beyond begin to 
pour out great quantities of tanks, planes, and guns. These had 
to be transported to the fighting lines over a distance of 1,000- 
2,000 miles, over bad roads and scarce railway lines. The full 
weight of those weapons would not be felt in battle before 1944. 
Similarly, supplies of war materials from the western powers 
were to swell to their maximum only in 1944. Stalin therefore 

* John R. Deane, The Strange Alliance^ p. 87. 
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knew that he had scored his great successes by using only part 
of the strength he would soon be able to marshal. Although 
he still warned his people against complacency and slackness, 
^his utterances reflected growing confidence. ‘The Red Army’, 
he could now state, ‘has become the most powerful and steeled 
of modern armies.’ ' 

His fear of a separate peace between Germany and the western 
powers, if it had not been altogether dispelled by his pacts and 
agreements, must have decreased very considerably. Hitler had 
already thrown 8o or 90 per cent, of his land forces against 
Russia, and, whatever happened, he could not add to his 
striking power in the east enough to defeat Russia.^ It may 
»reven have occurred to Stalin that a favourable combination of 
circumstances, among which Hitler’s blundering strategy was 
not the least important, might enable Russia to win the war 
without an Anglo-American invasion of the Continent.^ He 
would not gamble on such a chance; but he knew that his 
bargaining position vis-d-vis his allies was unusually strong: it 
was they who now had the stronger reason to fear a separate 
peace, and who would be more anxious to preserve the alliance. 
He also knew that they were eager to secure Russia’s participa- 
tion in the war against Japan, the prospects of which were still 
^ dim. Rarely had any statesman held so many trumps in his hand. 

For all that, he still failed to achieve the objectives he had 
set himself in 1941: the British and the Americans had not 
so far recognized the incorporation of the Baltic lands and of 
Poland’s eastern marches in the Soviet Union. Roosevelt and 
Churchill urged him to postpone a settlement with Poland until 
after the war. Stalin resolved to force the issue now. Since the 
Polish emigre Government in London claimed back every inch 
of land that had been Polish before 1939, it was his obvious 
interest to prevent the establishment of that Government in 
Poland. In the spring of 1943 an obscure incident helped 
him in the matter. The Germans announced that they had 

* J. Stalin, War Speeches^ p. 85. 

* Hitler guarded the Atlantic coast with 59 second-rate divisions, while 260 of 
his divisions, including the best, fought on the Russian front, a force twice as large 
as that which defeated Russia in the First World War. See the account of the 
German generals, which in all essentiab confirms Stalin's own ^statements on the 
subject, in Liddell Hart's The Other Side of the Hill, p. 247. 

^ This is the view which Russian miliury writers were to express after the war. 
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discovered a mass grave of Polish officers, prisoners of war, at 
Katyn, near Smolensk, whom, they said, the Russians had done 
to death. The Poles in London asked for a neutral investigation 
of the Katyn graves, suggesting that they gave credence to the , 
German version. They had in fact been uneasy about the fate 
of those officers for some time; and when Sikorski visited Stalin 
in 1941 he asked questions about them to which Stalin gave 
no satisfactory answer. It was, nevertheless, impolitic on the 
part of the Poles to support indirectly the German accusation, 
especially when there were reasons to suspect that the Germans 
themselves, who were then putting millions of people to death, 
might have been guilty of the deed. If Stalin was looking for 
a pretext that would allow him to declare the Polish Govern- • 
ment to be worthless, as he certainly was, then he had found 
one. None of the allies defended the action of the Poles. Mos- 
cow severed relations with the Polish Government in London 
and began to prepare for the setting up of a Polish administra- 
tion friendly to Russia. The allies had now come to disagree 
not only over Poland’s frontiers but even over her government; 
but Stalin obviously believed that they would have to put up 
with whatever he did. He was confident that the Russian, and 
not the British or the American, armies would drive the Ger- 
mans out of Poland, and that consequently he, not Churchill ' 
or Roosevelt, would call the tune on the Vistula. 

His ambition was rising with the certainty of victory. He 
was no longer content with safeguarding the gains he had 
obtained in partnership with Hitler. He was out to secure gains 
which had eluded him because of Hitler’s opposition. In 1940 
he had claimed predominance for the Russian interest in 
Rumania and Bulgaria. He now staked out that claim again. 
His idea of the peace to come had taken shape — it linked up 
with those concepts of spheres of influence which had lured 
some Soviet diplomats in the twenties and which he himself 
had then so bluntly denounced.* It is still impossible to trace 
with much precision the various phases of this development. 
The division of Europe into zones of influence was broached at 
the conference of allied foreign ministers in Moscow in October 
I94J.^ The discussion was vague and the issue was left open. 

* See Stalin’s speech at the Svcrdlov University quoted in Chapter X, pp. 412-1 3* 

* The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, vol. ii, p. 1298. 
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It may be assumed that, through Molotov, Stalin then sounded 
the allies, but that in his inner councils the issue had already 
been thrashed out. 

It was also about this time, in the second half of 1943, that 
Stalin began to be strongly preoccupied with the peace that 
was to be imposed on Germany. A guiding principle of policy 
had been pronounced by President Roosevelt at Casablanca in 
January 1943: Germany was not to be allowed to negotiate 
a peace — she would have to ‘surrender unconditionally’. In 
putting forward that formula Roosevelt was influenced by 
reminiscences of the American Civil War, in which the North- 
ern States refused to parley with the South on the terms of 
surrender.* Roosevelt launched his policy, fraught with grave 
consequences, without consulting either Stalin or Churchill. 
Stalin accepted the formula with mixed feelings. He saw in it 
an additional guarantee that the western powers would seek 
no accommodation with Germany to Russia’s detriment — 
when Roosevelt announced the policy of unconditional sur- 
render the tide had not yet turned so strongly in Russia’s 
favour that Stalin could afford to despise that additional guar- 
antee. In his order of the day of i May 1943, he, too, spoke 
about unconditional surrender, making the formula his own. 
But he also realized that Roosevelt’s policy tended first to stiffen 
and prolong German resistance and then to burden the allies 
with the sole responsibility for the peace. He tried to prevail 
upon the President to modify his policy or at least to mitigate 
it by a general definition of peace terms. Similar representa- 
tions, incidentally, were made to Roosevelt by the British. But^ 
Roosevelt stuck to his viewpoint.^ 

The slogan of unconditional surrender soothed nationalist 
emotion in every allied country. Everywhere the idea of a ^ 
punitive ‘Carthaginian’ peace with Germany gained much 
ground. Even as late as September 1944 both Roosevelt and 
Churchill were still to favour plans for the ‘pastoralization’ of 
Germany which were to deprive Germany of her heavy in- 
dustry.^ Stalin’s views were of the same pattern. In September 
1943 his economic adviser Professor Varga, who in the twenties 
criticized so severely the economic clauses of the peace of 
Versailles, publicly advocated the view that Germany should 

* Ibid., p. 1374. * Ibid., pp. 1572-3. ^ Ibid., pp. 1602-5. 
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be made to pay heavy reparations to the allies. That demand 
was the more popular the more the Russian armies advanced 
and saw that the Germans had, in a fury of wanton destruction, 
turned the lands they had occupied into a desert. It was about 
this time also that Stalin spoke his mind about re-drawing Ger- 
many’s frontiers. In July 1943 he authorized Maisky, then on 
a special mission in London, to state that Russia would favour 
the incorporation of East Prussia and Danzig in Poland, a plan 
to which President Roosevelt consented; but Stalin did not yet 
propose that Poland’s frontiers be extended farther west to the 
Oder and the Neisse.* The incorporation of the German 
provinces was to ‘compensate’ the Poles for their eastern 
marches; but it was also to expose them to such danger of 
German revenge in the future as to make them absolutely 
dependent on Russia’s protection. Thus far, roughly, had 
Stalin’s ideas about the peace and his ambitions evolved when, 
in November 1943, he met Churchill and Roosevelt at Teheran. 


The preliminaries to the Teheran conference were strange. 
Stalin avoided meeting his partners as long as he could. Earlier 
in the year he refused to attend their conference at Cairo on 
the ground that, since Chiang Kai-shek was taking part in it, , 
his, Stalin’s, participation might offer untimely provocation to 
Japan, with whom Russia had been anxious not to embroil 
herself. He refused to meet Roosevelt alone, when this was 
suggested to him.^ In October 1943 Cordell Hull, attending 
the conference of foreign ministers in Moscow, pressed him hard 
to agree to a meeting. Stalin yielded, but insisted that the con- 
ference should take place at Teheran, then occupied by Russian 
and British troops. He stubbornly refused to go to any other 
place farther away from Russia; and in reply to Roosevelt’s 
repeated suggestions to that effect he proposed to postpone the 
conference till the spring of 1944, when he would be ready to 
meet his partners at the Russian war-time base of Fairbanks 
in Alaska.3 He excused himself on the ground that the course of 
military 3)perations demanded his presence in Moscow and that 
he could leave only for a place from which he could keep in 

* J. Ciechanowski, Defeat in Victoryt pp. 198, 313. 

’ Robert £. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins ^ pp. 671, 733~4* 

^ The Memoirs of Cordell HuH^ vol. ii, p. 1294. 
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direct touch with his general staff. He may have been reluctant 
to leave the Kremlin, where, surrounded by his trusted guards 
and secretaries, he had the full sense of his security and power; 
or he may have hoped to induce his partners to meet him in 
Russia, which would have added lustre to his already elevated 
position. He also had his political motives for being so evasive. 
He demonstrated his ill temper at the failure of the allies to 
invade western Europe. He used every opportunity to show 
them that he considered their efforts in southern Italy to be 
negligible in comparison with his great campaigns in Russia. 
He may also have wished to avoid disclosing to his allies his 
military and political plans. In the end both Roosevelt and 
Churchill agreed* to meet him at Teheran. 

One can think of very few instances in which men of such 
contrasting temper, background, and interests came together, 
as allies or partners, to decide issues of the greatest moment and 
gravity. What different worlds, what different outlooks and 
aspirations were embodied in these three men confronting one 
another across the conference table! The extreme antipodes 
were Churchill and Stalin, the descendant of the Duke of 
Marlborough and the son of serfs, the one born in Blenheim 
Palace, the other in a one-room hovel. The one still breathed 
the spiritual climate of Victorian and Edwardian England, 
whose imperial heritage he was guarding with the full vigour 
of his romantic temperament. The other had in him all the 
severity of Tsarist and Bolshevik Russia, whose storms he had 
ridden in cool, icy self-possession. The one had behind him four 
decades of parliamentary debate; the other as long an activity 
in clandestine groups and secretive Politbureaux. The one — full 
of eccentric idiosyncrasies, a lover of words and colour; the other 
— colourless and distrustful of words. Finally, the one had an 
empire to lose; the other something like an empire to win. 

Roosevelt stood between the two, but much closer to 
Churchill. The environment in which he had grown up, the 
family of landowners and big industrialists, and the influences 
which moulded him, the political traditions of the Roosevelts 
in all their variety, the New York Bar, and the Navy Depart- 
ment, were extremely remote from those that had moulded 
Stalin. But Roosevelt’s traditions were as much younger and 
more popular than Churchill’s as the American middle class 



504 stalin: a political biography 

was younger than the English aristocracy. This perhaps brought 
Roosevelt nearer to Stalin. At times he shared Stalin’s im- 
patience with Churchill’s rhetorical performances; but more 
often he relished them, while Stalin, following Churchill’s words 
with the help of an interpreter, was left cold or ironically 
amused. Stalin and Churchill represented two opposed types 
of class-consciousness. To both, Roosevelt, the prophet of leftish 
bourgeois progress, must at times have appeared as an illogical 
middle-of-the-roader. Stalin, despite his evolution, would still 
have expressed his outlook in the words of the Communist Mani- 
festo : ‘The history of all society hitherto has been the history of 
class struggle.’ Churchill had epitomized his outlook in an 
epigram of his own, as if designed to dispute the Marxian 
axiom: ‘The story of the human race is War.’* Roosevelt, the 
Puritan and the leader of a nation that had so far been spared 
the worst violence of class struggle and the worst calamities of 
war, would hardly have adopted either of these generalizations. 

Stalin looked upon both his allies as representatives of the 
capitalist class. He would have attached little importance to 
their professions of democracy, even if he had not doubted their 
sincerity. To him their democracy was a sham, for what mean- 
ing had the facades of government by the people, on which 
they so prided themselves, if these served to conceal gigantic 
mechanisms of exploitation, factories for the production of 
surplus value? He watched his partners with the cool curiosity 
with which a scientist may observe elements of nature, con- 
vinced that he knows their structure and can reasonably foresee 
their reactions to certain circumstances. Here they were — two 
living specimens of alien society, two great leaders of the ‘other 
world’. That ‘other world’ was now, by a paradox of history, 
strangely split : one part of it was locked in mortal struggle with 
the Soviets, while the other was tied to them by bonds of 
alliance. The gulf between the allies might be bridged — it was 
very important to bridge it — but it had not disappeared, what- 
ever might be said in solemn declarations of friendship and 
unanimity addressed to the peoples of the world. Some such 
ideas almost certainly crossed and re-crossed Stalin’s mind. 

The thoughts that crossed Churchill’s mind could not have 
been very different, though they started from the opposite 
* Winston S. Churchill, The Aflermath, p. 451. 
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extreme. On 22 June 1941 Churchill had said: ‘No one has 
been a more persistent opponent of communism than I have 
been for the last twenty-five years. I will unsay no word that 
I have spoken about it, but all this fades away before the 
spectacle which is now unfolding.’ It is enough to know some 
of the words about the Bolshevik revolution which Churchill 
refused to ‘unsay’ — words of fear, hate, and contempt — to 
realize that ‘all this’ could not really have faded from his mind. 
But it may be guessed that Churchill’s attitude towards Stalin 
was in some ways more complex than Stalin’s towards him, 
if only because Churchill could not but view his partner with 
the historian’s and artist’s eye as well as with the eye of the 
politician. The politician was preoccupied with the tactical 
handling of the man whom he regarded as a dangerous ally. 
The imagination of the historian was probably stirred by the 
curious changes which the successor to the Great Repudiator, 
as Churchill had called Lenin, was bringing about in Russia. 
The recent upsurge of Russian traditionalism could not but 
make him feel that Stalin had half-embraced his, Churchill’s, 
principle, that he had been infusing the Conservative spirit in 
a revolutionary society. This, as much as the common military 
interest, may have accounted for those flashes of genuine sym- 
pathy that often gleamed through Churchill’s references to 
Stalin. The artist in Churchill must have been fascinated by 
the sombre drama of the man and his life, though the excess 
of its sombriety filled him with revulsion which at times he 
found hard to conceal. 

While Stalin’s attitude towards the two western leaders was 
fixed and rationalized, while Churchill’s sympathy for the 
Russian ‘war horse’ was mingled with antipathy, Roosevelt 
seems to have been completely baffled by the strange pheno- 
menon with which he had come face to face. To him Russia, 
especially Bolshevik Stalinist Russia, was terra incognita. He 
modestly admitted this to his assistants. ‘I don’t know’, he said, 
‘a good Russian from a bad Russian. I can tell a good French- 
man from a bad Frenchman, I can tell a good Italian from a 
bad Italian, I know a good Greek when I see one. But I don’t 
understand the Russians.’* Stalin was obviously beyond all his 
ideas of ‘good’ and ‘bad’. 

' Frances Perkins, The Roosevelt J Knew, p. 72. 



5o6 stalin: a political biography 

They had hardly met when Stalin invited Roosevelt to stay 
with him in the Russian embassy, saying that a plot had been 
afoot in Teheran. Stalin himself moved to a small cottage in 
the embassy grounds to make room for his guest. Despite this 
gesture of solicitude, he remained, as Roosevelt said later, 
‘correct, stiff, solemn, not smiling, nothing human to get hold 
of*. The President made a desperate attempt to ‘cut through 
this icy surface*; and he thought he had succeeded when he 
contrived to amuse Stalin by a few pin-pricks at Churchill.* 
The truth was that any sign, even the slightest, of disharmony 
between Roosevelt and Churchill had a soothing effect on 
Stalin. In all probability he had invited the President to be 
his guest to prevent him from keeping in closer touch with 
Churchill than would have suited Stalin*s tactical convenience. 

Doubtless to his surprise he soon found that he had had no 
need to resort to the petty stratagem, because Roosevelt and 
Churchill did not see eye to eye on the main issue they were to 
debate. Ostensibly, that issue was the further course of military 
operations. In truth it was much wider, for on those operations 
depended, up to a point, the political outlook of post-war 
Europe. Churchill laid before the conference his plan for an 
Anglo-American invasion of the Balkans, which was to delay 
still further the invasion of France. At once the animosity 
between Stalin and Churchill, which had lingered on since 
their meeting in August 1942, burst forth with new intensity. 
I n 1 942 Stalin suspected that the motive behind the postpone- 
ment of the second front was the intention of the allies to let 
Russia and Germany mutually exhaust themselves. He may 
still have harboured that suspicion when the invasion of France 
did not take place in the summer of 1943 either. But now, 
towards the end of 1943, he himself no longer feared attrition. 
Nor could he have supposed that Churchill banked on it. His 
present suspicion must have been that Churchill reckoned with 
Russia*s strength, not weakness; and that the purpose of his 
new plan was to forestall a Russian occupation of the Balkan 
lands. Churchill did, indeed, link his proposal for the new 
Mediterranean venture with a scheme for a joint British, 
American, and Russian occupation of the Balkans.^ 

* Frances Perkins, The Roosevelt I Knew ^ pp. 70-1. 

^ John R. Deane, The Strange Alliance, pp. 42-4. 
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Stalin stiffly opposed the scheme and asked for landings in 
France. Neither he nor Churchill nor Roosevelt touched the 
underlying political issues, although those must have been on 
everybody’s mind. The talk was all about the military pros and 
cons. Stalin was in the advantageous position that the balance 
of the military arguments was strongly in his favour. Churchill 
proposed to land allied troops at selected points along the 
Mediterranean: in northern Italy, whence they were to relieve 
the allied forces blocked by the Germans in southern Italy; on 
the Adriatic coast, whence they were, with the help of Tito’s 
partisans, to force their way into the valley of the Danube; and 
in the Aegean area, where Turkey was to join in an attack 
northwards. Stalin pointed out that those operations could not 
be decisive and that they might fritter away much of the allied 
strength. In contrast, in an invasion across the Channel, the 
allies would have the benefit of a short and well-protected line 
of communication ; they would bring their concentrated pressure 
to bear upon the enemy; they would, in liberating France, 
inflict an irretrievable moral blow on Germany; and they 
would, finally, have in front of them the shortest and the most 
direct route to the Ruhr, the hub of German industrial power. 
Stalin put his argument bluntly and tersely, interspersing it 
with caustic remarks, which made Churchill growl and redden 
in the face. The argument went on during three plenary 
sessions of the conference and two private sessions of the heads 
of the Governments. All the time Stalin alone spoke for the 
Russian delegation, which consisted only of himself, Molotov, 
Voroshilov, and an interpreter. 

His arguments carried the day. The American chiefs of staff 
agreed with him. Even some British generals were opposed to 
Churchill. Roosevelt, at first hesitant, accepted Stalin’s view. 
To win the war, to win it as rapidly as possible and at the least 
cost to the invading armies — this was Roosevelt’s main pre- 
occupation. From this viewpoint, the invasion across the 
Channel offered much greater promise than the Mediterranean 
campaigns. In Roosevelt’s pragmatic, non-class-conscious mind, 
the importance of this, the immediate purpose, overshadowed 
the aftermath of the war, with its possible antagonisms and 
tensions that were already perplexing his British friend. Another 
circumstance which must have influenced his decision was the 
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statement that Stalin had made at the opening of the conference 
that Russia would join in the war against Japan as soon as she 
was relieved from the struggle in Europe. Whatever Roosevelt’s 
reasons, his decision settled the matter. It was agreed that 
‘Operation Overlord’ — this was the code name for the invasion 
of France — ^should be carried out next May. 

This was a moment of Stalin’s supreme triumph. Perhaps 
only he and Churchill were aware of its implications. Europe 
had now been militarily divided in two ; and behind the military 
division there loomed the social and political cleavage. Against 
a vastly different social background, an old dream of Russian 
diplomacy — the dream about bringing the Balkans under 
Russian influence — was coming true. 

Having scored this success, Stalin relaxed and mellowed. He 
took a lively part in the argument which followed over the way 
in which the invasion across the Channel was to be made. He 
assumed an attitude of benevolent superiority, the attitude of 
the veteran victor towards allies who were only now about to 
start on their first really big venture. He offered helpful advice 
and drew readily on his own fund of experience. He insisted on 
the need for the British and the Americans to attain unity of 
command and urged them to appoint at once their commander- 
in-chief. His promptings, says General Deane, ‘certainly hast- 
ened the selection of General Eisenhower’.* Repeatedly he 
warned them against the faults of delay and omission ; and when 
Churchill dwelt on the need for secrecy, camouflage, and 
manoeuvres of diversion — ‘a bodyguard of lies that was to pro- 
tect truth’ — Stalin disclosed some of his own ruses de guerre : he 
had 5,000 dummy tanks, 2,000 false aircraft, and so on which 
he used as decoys for the enemy. Most important of all, he 
promised to launch strong supporting offensives when the 
western armies would be descending on the Continent. 

The rejection of Churchill’s military plan was not Stalin’s 
only success. The other was a private agreement of the ‘Big 
Three’ over the Russo-Polish frontier. The foreign ministers, 
who had just conferred in Moscow, had reached no conclusion 
on this. But both Churchill and Roosevelt felt that it was now 
pointless to advise, as they had done before, that the Russo- 
Polish feud should await settlement by a peace conference. The 

* John R. Deane, The Strange Alliance, p. 43. 
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Red Army was fast approaching the former eastern marches of 
Poland; and it was sure to reincorporate them in the Soviet 
Union. Unable to forestall this act of reacquisition, Churchill 
apparently preferred to put the stamp of allied approval upon 
it. It was he who now came forward with a proposal that the 
‘Big Three’ should recognize the so-called Curzon Line as the 
new frontier between Russia and Poland. To this Stalin readily 
agreed. Apart from minor rectifications, the Curzon Line, so 
called after the British foreign secretary on behalf of whom it 
had been proposed in 1920, left the debatable land with the 
Soviet Union. Roosevelt approved the proposal but still tried 
to secure the city of Lvov for the Poles. 

The advantage which Stalin now secured could not but give 
him ironical satisfaction. He must have probed with some 
curiosity into Churchill’s motives. It was true that he had 
confronted Churchill with a case which it was not easy to refute: 
in 1941 the western powers welcomed the Soviets as an ally, 
such as they were, within the frontiers they then possessed, and 
the western powers could not expect Stalin to agree to the 
shrinkage of Soviet territory after a victory so dearly bought. 
But this exactly was also the Polish case. The Poles argued 
that Britain had tied herself by an alliance to a Poland that 
' possessed the eastern marches, that they had the right to demand 
from the British that they should not lend a hand in depriving 
them of their possessions, and that, in addition, Poland had been 
an older ally than Russia. The Polish claim carried little weight 
compared with the massive shift in the balance of power that 
had just been revealed on the eastern front. Nor did Churchill 
merely bow to power. His idea was to stop the spread of com- 
munism at the Curzon Line. That was to be the new frontier 
between the opposed social and political systems. He retreated 
before Stalin in order the better to hold him on what at that 
time seemed to him a fairly solid line of defence. He hoped that 
west of the Curzon Line the Polish Government of London, 
which was sure to oppose communism, would establish itself, 
and he pressed Stalin to resume relations with that Government 
now that the western powers no longer disputed Russia’s gains. 
Churchill also hoped that by persuasion and pressure he would 
prevail upon the Poles in London to agree to the new frontier, 
for otherwise Stalin would not even parley with them. Stalin 
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was apparently convinced that in this Churchill would not 
succeed, and that he, Stalin, would then be free to sponsor 
another Polish Government, and that the western powers, 
having once committed themselves to the Curzon frontier, 
would, by the logic of their own position, be compelled to 
accept the Polish Government that accepted that frontier. 
Shortly before the Teheran meeting he had already indicated 
to Polish Communists in Russia that he would welcome the 
formation of a political body in Poland which, although not 
yet a rival government, would dispute the claim of the London 
emigres to speak on behalf of Poland. That body, the Polish 
National Council, was in fact formed in German-occupied 
Poland a month after Teheran. The intricate game over Poland 
was not yet played out. 

Having agreed on the second front and on the Curzon Line, 
the ‘Big Three’ informally exchanged views, inter alia, on the 
future of Germany. The exchange was vague and hazy, so hazy 
indeed that none of the participants seemed to have any real 
foretaste of the great controversy to come. The three heads of 
the Governments seemed broadly to agree on a ‘Carthaginian’ 
peace, although in advocating it Stalin was undoubtedly more 
determined than the others. 

Towards the end of the conference the tensions and ani- 
mosities that had marked its beginning seemed dispelled. At a 
celebration of Churchill’s sixty-ninth birthday Stalin toasted 
him as his ‘great friend’. At another ceremony he received from 
Churchill’s hand a sword of honour sent by the King for the 
city of Stalingrad. Roosevelt related afterwards that he saw 
tears in Stalin’s eyes, when Stalin, in a strange posture of 
chivalrous romanticism, bowed to kiss the sword.* The tears 
may seem out of character, but perhaps Stalin was overwhelmed 
with emotion. This was a strange moment in his career, for who 
would have foretold that a day would come when His Britannic 
Majesty would honour a Russian city named after the son of 
Georgian serfs, a former inmate of the prison of Baku, a Siberian 
exile, a disciple of Lenin? And who would have foretold that 
the disciple of the ‘Great Repudiator’ would not repudiate such 
an honour? 

On i December the heads of the three Governments left 
' Frances Perkins, The Roosevelt I Knew, p. 71. 
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Teheran. Before parting they issued a joint declaration about 
their complete agreement. The world was given no hint of the 
acrimonious controversy that had preceded the agreement — 
such indiscretion was unthinkable in the middle of war. The ‘Big 
Three’ solemnly stated : ‘We came here with hope and determina- 
tion. We leave here friends in fact, in spirit and in purpose.’ 


The year 1944 brought Stalin one military success after 
another. At its beginning the Russians were still fighting to 
break the German blockade of Leningrad; towards its end they 
blockaded the German garrison of Budapest. 

In the course of the year the Red Army was engaged in a 
continuous series of offensive operations — ‘the ten blows’ Stalin 
was to call them — and in its middle the western allies landed 
in France. Enormous masses of men were locked in battle on 
the eastern front, from the northern to the southern extremities 
of Europe, and the front irresistibly shifted westwards. The 
pattern of the campaigns emerges from a simple enumeration 
of the main offensives : in January Leningrad was relieved, and 
the Russians thrust out by way of Novgorod towards the Baltic 
coast. In February and March, having already captured Kiev, 
they advanced from the Dnieper to the Bug and the Dniester. 
In the early spring the fight shifted far to the south — the Ger- 
mans were ousted from the Crimea and Odessa. In June, 
simultaneously with the invasion of France, the fighting shifted 
back from the southernmost to the northernmost fringe of the 
front, and Finland was to all intents and purposes knocked out. 
In June and July the Red Army freed Vitebsk and Minsk and 
swept forward to the Niemen and the Vistula. In July and 
August it continued to advance in southern Poland, along the 
Carpathians. In August it occupied Rumania and, helped by 
an internal upheaval in that country, advanced upon Bulgaria 
and Hungary. In September and October the main fighting 
once again shifted back to the north, to Finland, Estonia, and 
Latvia. Then the centre of operations moved back south, to the 
Carpathians and beyond, to Hungary and Slovakia. 

By the beginning of the year the Red Army had already 
secured considerable superiority in numbers and weapon, ^ and 
that superiority grew progressively. It was characteristic of 
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Stalin that even now he was not given over to the illusions of 
blitzkriegs as Hitler had been before. He did not attempt any 
of those sweeping, spectacular offensives which might have con- 
fused the enemy and struck him off his feet but which might . 
also have dangerously extended the attacker’s own lines and 
exposed his flanks. Even now, when victory was so obviously 
coming his way, he remained stolidly cautious. Throughout the 
year he shifted the centre of the fighting from the north to the 
south, backward and forward, with astonishing regularity, 
power, and circumspection, like a boxer who systematically 
covers his opponent with telling blows without expecting that 
one single blow will knock him down. He kept Hitler con- , 
stantly guessing, constantly rushing his reserves to plug ever 
new breaches, constantly trying to meet new threats and con- 
stantly expending his strength in the process. The ‘ten blows’ 
were co-ordinated and timed with clockwork precision, proof 
of the organizing ability and systematic work of Stalin’s present 
general staff, so radically contrasting with the inefficiency and 
the confusion of 1941.^ 

* A few words must be said here to explain the material aspect of the Russian 
superiority. Throughout the war Russia was confronted with German armies 
roughly twice as numerous and strong as those that had defeated her in the First^^ 
World War. The Russian achievement was made possible primarily by the rapid 
industrialization of the eastern provinces, much of which took place in the course 
of the war on a basis prepared in peace. The industrial output of the provinces 
that escaped German occupation was normally about 40 per cent, of the total 
Soviet output. It was doubled between 1942 and 1945. The production of the 
armament factories in the east went up by 500-600 per cent. On the average, 

30.000 tanks and fighting vehicles and nearly 40,000 planes were turned out every 
year between 1943 and 1945 — almost none of these had been manufactured in 
Russia in the First World War. The annual output of artillery guns was now 
120,000, compared with less than 4,000 in 1914-17. The Russian army was sup- *' 
plied with nearly 450,000 home-produced machine-guns annually — only about 

9.000 had been produced under ihe Tsar. Five million rifles and tommy guns, 
five times as many as in the First World War, were produced every year. (See 
A. I. Notkin, Ocherki Teorii Sotsialisticheskovo Vosproizvodstvoy pp. 272-3.) The Red 
Army fought its way from the Volga to the Elbe mainly with home-produced 
weapons. The weapons which the western powers supplied were a useful and in 
some cases a vital addition. But the lorries which carried the Russian divisions into 
Germany were mostly of American, Canadian, and British make — more than 

400.000 lorries were supplied to Russia under Lend-Lease. So were most of the 
boots in which the infantry proper slogged its way to Berlin, through the mud 
and snow and sand of the eastern European plain. Much of the army’s clothing 
and of its tinned food were supplied under Lend-Lease. One might sum up 
broadly that the fire-power of the Red Army was home produced, whereas the 
element of its mobility was largely imported. 
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Every major success of the Red Army brought new political 
issues to the fore ; and it was to these that Stalin now devoted 
himself, leaving with ever greater confidence the conduct of the 
military campaigns to his marshals and generals. In the first 
days of January the Red Army crossed the old Russo-Polish 
frontier; and the Polish crisis became acute. The Polish Govern- 
ment in London loudly claimed that it was entitled to administer 
the territories that were now coming back under Soviet control. 
Moscow equally loudly refuted the claim. Eager to compose 
the public row between the two allied Governments, the Ameri- 
can Secretary of State, Cordell Hull, oflered American media- 
tion. The offer apparently incensed Stalin, who held that after 
"'Telieran the western powers should neither themselves question 
his right to control Poland’s eastern marclies nor allow the 
Poles to dispute it — there was no room for any mediation. 

He vented his irritation in a curiously devious manner. An 
obscure report was published in Moscow which charged the 
British with negotiating a peace with Germany behind Russia’s 
back.* The charge, made so soon after Teheran, was the more 
insulting to the British, since they had only a few weeks before 
rejected ‘peace feelers’ thrown out by Himmler, the chief of 
^ Hitler’s police ; and Stalin could hardly have been unaware of 
this.^ The insult was, in all probability, meant to make the 
British and the Americans wonder whether the Russians them- 
selves were not looking for an excuse to negotiate a separate 
peace. Stalin confronted his allies with the hint of a threat. 
Faint as this was, it cannot be said with certainty that Stalin 
would not under any circumstances have contemplated carrying 
it out. As his armies were approaching the frontiers of 1941, 
it was natural that he or somebody in his entourage should have 
reflected lor a while whether this was not the lime to halt, to 
stop the terrible carnage and to make peace. Did not Kutuzov 
urge Alexander I to stop pursuing the Grande Armee at Russia’s 
frontier instead of continuing the war for the benefit of that 
‘accursed British island’, which he, Kutuzov, wished to see 
disappear under the sea?^ On the other hand, Stalin, like 
Alexander, was burning with the ambition that his troops 

‘ This report appeared in Pravda on 17 January 1944. 

* The Memoirs oj Cordell Hullf vol. ii, p. 1573* 

^ E. Tarlc, Napoleorty p. 248; and Istorya Diplomatti, vol. i, p. 373 * 
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should march triumphantly into the enemy’s capital ; and, like 
Alexander, he was loath to give the enemy any respite. It is 
not known whether any man either in his General Staff or in 
the Politbureau dared to whisper to him Kutuzov’s advice. But 
it is conceivable that his determination to destroy the Third 
Reich might have slackened if he had reason to think that he 
could gain more through a separate peace than through victory 
obtained in common with the western powers. That he had 
no reason so to think — the western powers had repeatedly to 
provide the proof. 

He rejected the offer of western mediation between Russia 
and Poland not merely because the issue of the Polish frontier 
had, in his view, been settled at Teheran. He insisted on the 
principle that the allies should not interfere with matters that, 
in his view, concerned Russia and her neighbours only. Eastern 
Europe was to be Russia’s zone of influence. 

It was at this stage, in the months that followed the Teheran 
conference, that the plans for the division of Europe into zones 
were becoming more and more explicit. The idea had been in 
the air even before Teheran. Politicians and journalists in the 
allied countries had discussed a condominium of the three great 
allied powers, each of whom was to wield paramount influence 
within its own orbit, since the great powers alone possessed 
enough might to win the war and guard the peace. At Teheran 
Roosevelt put to Stalin a not dissimilar project, the project of the 
‘Four Policemen’ — the United States, Russia, Britain, and 
China — that were to keep order in the world.* The minds of 
allied diplomats wandered back to the Holy Alliance which 
ruled Europe after the Napoleonic wars and to the more recent 
experience of Versailles, for, despite all its democratic trappings, 
the last peace conference, too, had been dominated by the con- 
cert of the great powers. Stalin’s diplomats looked up the secret 
treaties that had been concluded by Russia’s pre-revolutionary 
rulers and then published and denounced by Lenin. There was 
the Anglo-Russian treaty of 1907, under which the two powers 
had divided Persia into separate zones. There was the Treaty 
of London of 1915, in which the British had agreed that Russia 
should annex Constantinople, the Turkish Straits, and Thrace, 
and that she should in effect dominate the Balkans. If the 

‘ Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins^ p. 785. 
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British, so Stalin’s diplomats now apparently reasoned, had 
been willing so to reward Tsarist Russia for her far less effective 
contribution to a common war, why should they begrudge 
Stalin’s Russia the same prize or the major part of it? 

The concerts of victorious powers in the past had owed their 
relative unity to the fact that the rulers of those powers had 
belonged to the same social class or had represented parallel 
social interests; that they had spoken in the same or a similar 
idiom and had consequently been bound to one another by ties 
of some solidarity. What was new and startling in the present 
experiment was that it was undertaken by men who represented 
antagonistic interests and conflicting principles. More para- 
doxically still, it was the British Prime Minister, the sworn enemy 
of communism, who acted as the chief sponsor of the scheme. 

The first more or less formal arrangement about zones of 
influence was apparently proposed by the British Government 
in June 1944.” The British suggested that Rumania and Bul- 
garia should be treated as part of the Russian zone and that 
British influence should be supreme in Greece. Stalin readily 
consented to this. Now as in 1939 it was not he but his partner 
who took upon himself the odium of carving out the zones. He 
wanted to know whether Churchill acted on his own initiative 
and responsibility only. Would Roosevelt, he asked, endorse 
the arrangement? Roosevelt was now non-committal. He 
refused in fact to face the consequences of his own attitude at 
Teheran, which helped the Russian army to become the sole 
master of the Balkans, while Churchill was now drawing the 
conclusions from his defeat at Teheran and doing his utmost to 
keep Greece out of Russian reach. But Roosevelt raised no 
explicit objection, and so Stalin took it for granted that under 
the agreement of June 1944 Britain and the United States had 
assigned the greater part of the Balkans to Russia. In October 
1944, when Churchill and Eden came to Moscow, the arrange- 
ment was confirmed and extended. An almost absurd tone 
crept into their talks when the two Prime Ministers and their 
ministers fixed the percentages of their respective shares in the 
Balkans. As the American Ambassador in Moscow wrote to 
the Secretary of State, they agreed that Russia should have a 
75-80 per cent, predominance in Bulgaria, Hungary, and 

* Ths Memoirs of Cordell Hull, vol. ii, pp. 1451 ff. 
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Rumania, while the British share was expressed in 20-25 per 
cent. In Yugoslavia the two countries were to exercise their 
influence on a fifty-fifty basis.* 

In June 1944 it was still claimed that the division of zones 
was to have no political significance — it was to be a strictly 
military arrangement. In October the partners made no bones 
about its political character. They agreed confidentially that 
‘if the British found it necessary to take military action to quell 
internal disorders in Greece, the Soviets would not interfere. In 
return, the British would recognize the right of the Soviets to 
take the lead in maintaining order in Rumania.’^ Stalin could 
have had no doubt what sort of ‘internal disorders’ Churchill 
anticipated. The British had just landed in Greece and found ^ 
the Communist-led partisans of E.L.A.S. in virtual control of 
the country. Churchill was anticipating civil war and preparing 
for it. Stalin declared in effect his desinteressement in the fate of 
the Greek left. The quid pro quo — ^the promise that the British 
would not interfere in Rumania — amounted to Churchill’s dis- 
interest in the fate of the Rumanian right. 

This was a perfect (some may say a perfectly cynical) bargain 
if there ever was one ; and it involved, of course, other countries 
as well. Having clinched it, Churchill and Stalin surprised thc^ 
world by the zeal with ^^nich they defended each other’s actions 
and by the indubitable admiration with which they spoke of 
each other. ‘The surprising thing’, Stalin said shortly after 
Churchill’s visit, ‘is not that differences [between the allies] 
exist, but that they are so few, and that as a rule in practically 
every case they are resolved in a spirit of unity and co-ordina- 
tion.’ ‘A still more striking indication’, he added, ‘are the recent ^ 
talks in Moscow with Mr. Churchill . . . and Mr. Eden . . ., 
held in an atmosphere of friendship and a spirit of perfect 
unanimity.’^ Churchill returned the compliment: ‘Marshal 
Stalin and the Soviet leaders’, he told the House of Commons, 
‘wish to live in honourable friendship and equality with the 
western democracies. ... I feel also that their word is their 
bond. I know of no government which stands to its obligations 
even in its own despite, more solidly than the Russian Soviet 
government. I decline absolutely to embark here on a discussion 

* The Memoirs of Cordell Hull^ vol. ii, p. 1458. 

* James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly^ p. 53. ’ J. Stalin, War Speeches^ p. 1 1 >• 
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about Russian good faith.’ Churchill had good reason to 
make this statement, for when, in December 1944, the civil 
war broke out in Greece, the Soviet Press and radio had not 
a single word to say in sympathy with the Greek left-wing 
partisans. That ‘enigmatic’, persistent silence testified that 
Stalin had washed his hands of the affair. This was the real 
heyday of his amity with Churchill. ‘A good plot, good friends, 
and full of expectation; an excellent plot, very good friends.’ 

It should not be imagined that the terms of the agreement 
were clearly defined, that Stalin ever frankly expressed his 
assent to the suppression of communism outside the Russian 
zone or that he declared his intention to establish communism 
inside it. The issue may not have been quite so clear either in 
his or in Churchill’s mind; and, in spite of everything, the 
partners still distrusted each other enough to avoid being too 
explicit. Even the term ‘zone of influence’ seems hardly ever 
to occur in the official records. Their language was all hint, 
suggestion, intimation, insinuation. Almost every declaration 
of their policy contained the sacramental clause about ‘non- 
interference in the internal affairs’ of other countries. Yet 
throughout the war every power had interfered in the domestic 
affairs of every country in which it had had any military inter- 
est. The British and the Russians had jointly interfered in 
Persia and overthrown its pro-German Government. The Bri- 
tish had interfered in Egypt and Iraq, the Russians in Poland 
and every other country in which they had solemnly pledged 
themselves not to interfere. The Americans had intervened in 
France in the controversies between Darlan, Giraud, and 
de Gaulle, in Italy in the disputes between Victor Emmanuel, 
Badoglio, and the opposition, and elsewhere: ‘I hoped ... to 
persuade Russia’, wrote Cordell Hull, ‘to adopt the policy of 
co-operation and non-intervention’; and for that reason he 
opposed the Act of Chapultepec of March 1945 ‘whereby the 
American Republics agreed in effect to intervene militarily in 
any of their number in certain circumstances. Once we had 
agreed to this new position on intervention, Russia had more 
excuse to intervene in neighbouring states, and we had less 
reason to oppose her doing so.’* But, despite Cordell Hull’s 


* The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, vol. ii, pp. 1466-7. 
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opposition, the Act of Chapultepec was American policy. 
Stalin, ‘the man without illusions’, reckoned with the inter- 
vention of each of the ‘Big Three* in the domestic affairs of 
their spheres as with a certainty, intervention that was in part 
dictated by military necessity and in part exploited military 
necessity as an excuse. 

Stalin was eager to show that he was keeping his hands off 
the spheres of British and American influence. Yet he was in 
no position to keep off altogether. In western Europe, especially 
in France and Italy, the Communist parties had, in the course 
of the war, gained enormous prestige and authority, largely 
because of the creditable part they had played in the resistance. 
Although the Comintern had been disbanded, Moscow was still 
their Mecca. Thus Stalin continued to command a potent and 
growing influence within the orbit of the western powers.* Soon 
after the liberation of France he used that influence in a manner 
calculated to satisfy Conservative opinion and to set at rest any 
fears or suspicions that Churchill and Roosevelt may have had. 
It was undoubtedly under his inspiration that the French and 
Italian Communist parties behaved with extraordinary, selfless 
moderation. For the first time in their history, disregarding 
their own programmes, which forbade them to take part in 
bourgeois administrations, they joined in governments based 
on broad national coalitions. Although they were then the 
strongest parties in their countries, they contented themselves 
with minor positions in those governments, from which they 
could not hope to seize power either now or later and from 
which they were eventually to be ousted, almost without effort, 
by the other parties. The army and the police remained in 
the hands of Conservative or, at any rate, anti-Communist 
groups. Western Europe was to remain the domain of Liberal 
capitalism. 

At times Stalin demonstrated his attitude with so little regard 
to appearances that he shocked the palest of the pink Socialists 
and the most moderate Liberals. This was the case when, in 
March 1944, even before the agreement on spheres was made, 
he recognized the Italian Government of Marshal Badoglio. 

‘ Stalin himself must have been surprised by this growth of Communist influence 
in western Europe. During the war he expressed the view that the French people 
stood behind Retain. See Robert £. Sherwood, Roosevelt and H^kins, p< 777* 
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The Italian parties of the left and the centre still clamoured 
for the dismissal of Badoglio, the conqueror of Abyssinia, 
the henchman of King Victor Emmanuel. Stalin enhanced 
Badoglio’s position vis-d-vis his opponents. Shortly afterwards 
Izvestya counselled the Italian left, which had pressed for the 
abdication of the discredited King, to postpone their dispute 
with the dynasty. Even much later, the Communist deputies 
in the Italian Constituent Assembly voted for the renewal of 
the Lateran Pacts which Mussolini had concluded with the 
Vatican; and so, against Socialist and Liberal opposition, they 
ceded to the Catholic clergy a dominant position in the spiritual 
life of the country. In France the Communist party, with 
hardly more than the softest murmur of discontent, lined up 
behind General de Gaulle, whose dictatorial ambition, anti- 
Marxist attitude, and clerical associations had long since been 
manifest. 

Nor did Stalin yet give any clear impression that he would 
sponsor revolution in the countries of the Russian zone. Com- 
munist propagandists there spoke a nationalist and even clerical 
language. King Michael of Rumania was left on his throne; 
and he was even awarded one of the highest Russian military 
orders for his part in the coup in consequence of which Rumania 
had broken away from Germany. The Soviet generals and 
the local Communist leaders did honour to the Greek Ortho- 
dox clergy in the Balkan countries. In Poland they courted 
the Roman Catholic clergy. There was no talk yet of 
socialization of industry. Only long overdue land reforms 
were initiated. 

In the spring of 1944 Stalin made a queer attempt at recon- 
ciliation with the Pope, an attempt with which a truly farcical 
episode was connected. On 28 April 1944 he received in the 
Kremlin a strange visitor, an American Roman Catholic priest 
of Polish descent, the Reverend S. Orlemanski from Spring- 
field, Massachussets. The priest, a simple devout soul, unaware 
of the pitfalls of high politics, had left his quiet parish and come 
to Moscow with a sense of a mission to perform. He was out 
to make a personal contribution to two ‘historic’ reconciliations, 
one between the Kremlin and the Vatican, the other between 
Russia and Poland. For a few days the good man was in the 
limelight. To everybody’s amazement, Stalin not only received 
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him, but was twice closeted with him for long hours. Orle- 
manski, whom no authority in his Church had empowered to 
parley on its behalf and who had even left his parish without 
his bishop’s permission, obtained from Stalin a solemn written 
declaration, signed in Stalin’s own hand, in which he, the 
master of the Kremlin, offered collaboration to the master of 
the Vatican.* What use should be made of the offer he left to 
Orlemanski’s discretion; and Orlemanski, with the momentous 
document in hand, returned to his parish. There his bishop 
pounced upon him, charging him with a breach of ecclesiastical 
discipline and threatening excommunication. The hapless priest 
suffered a nervous breakdown and removed himself to a cloister 
to do penance for his vagaries. Thus the great attempt at recon- 
ciliation between the Kremlin and the Vatican came to an end. 
The incident throws a comic light on the streak of naive mala- 
droitness which so often appeared in Stalin, despite all his 
shrewdness, cunning, and occasional far-sightedness. Here he 
was, the great dictator, remote from his own people, not easily 
accessible to the important diplomats in his own capital, one 
of the three men, at this moment almost their senior, who 
decided the future of the world — here he was, in the middle of 
his great offensives, closeting himself with an unknown crank to 
make through him an important political statement to the 
world. Stalin could have approached the Pope, if he wanted 
to, through any prominent Catholic politician; he could have 
used the good offices of the allied Governments. It may be that 
he was more eager to advertise his own respectable moderation 
than to seek peace with the Vatican; but even then he had no 
need to resort to a stunt which for a few days made him the 
laughing-stock of the world. The incident was, nevertheless, 
characteristic of the opportunistically rightist colouring of 
Stalin’s policy in those days. 

At the same time, however, Stalin managed to establish and 
to obtain his allies’ sanction for two principles, both very hazy, 
by which political life in the Russian zone was to be guided. 
One was that he should be free to intervene against pro-Nazi 
and Fascist parties and groups and to establish a democratic 
order in the countries neighbouring Russia. The other was that 
the Governments of those countries should be ‘friendly to 
' Vrushnyaya Politika Sovietskovo Soyuza, vol. ii, pp. 129-32. 
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Russia’.* For the first time Stalin applied these principles to 
the Polish issue, which stood at the centre of allied diplomatic 
activity throughout the last year of the war. His purpose was 
to prevail upon the western allies that they should abandon the 
Polish Government in London, on the ground that it was neither 
democratic nor friendly to Russia. The manner in which he, 
the dictator par excellence^ was now granting or refusing to grant 
testimonials of good democratic conduct to other people was 
extremely grotesque. So were the grave mien and the solemn 
gestures with which his allies participated in the strange show, 
in order to keep up the appearance of the common demo- 
cratic interest of the Grand Alliance. Yet it would be wrong 
to describe Stalin’s action as mere trickery, strong as was the 
element of trickery in it. Apart from the fact that he undoubt- 
edly believed that what he did served a profoundly democratic 
purpose, the strength of his argument was in the fact that the 
Polish Government in London had indeed been a motley coali- 
tion of half-Conservative peasants, moderate Socialists, and of 
people who could not by any criterion, ‘eastern’ or ‘western’, 
be labelled democrats. The core of its administration consisted 
of the followers of the Polish dictators Pilsudski and Rydz- 
Smigly. More important still, the members of that Govern- 
ment, democratic and anti-democratic, were, with very few 
exceptions, possessed by that Russophobia which had been the 
hereditary propensity of Polish policy, a propensity enhanced 
by what the Poles had suffered at Russian hands since 1939. In 
truth, of all Polish parties, only the Communists were ‘friendly 
to Russia’.^ Stalin used that Russophobia as the justification 
for sponsoring, as soon as the Red Army had entered Poland 
proper, a Polish National Committee of Liberation, in which 
Communists and leftist Socialists wielded the decisive influence. 
Even then Stalin’s relations with the Poles were ridden with 

’ On his return from his October visit to Moscow, Churchill said in the House 
of Commons: *We have never weakened in any way in our resolve that Poland 
shall be restored and stand erect . . . free to model her social institutions ... in any 
way her people chose, provided, I must say, that these arc not on fascist lines, 
and provided that Poland stands loyally as a barrier and friend of Russia. . . .’ 

* It was characteristic of the attitude of the Polish Government in London, 
especially of its complete unawarencss of the change in the balance of international 
power, that it protested to the allied Governments against the maich of Russian 
armies into Rumania, Hungary, and Slovakia. J. Cicchanowski, Defeat in I tetorjf, 
P- 227. 
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anomalies, as can be seen from the following episode. Among 
his Polish prot6g& were men who had been released from 
Russian prisons and concentration camps only after 1941. At 
a reception he once gave for the Committee of Liberation, 
Stalin turned to one of its leaders, an old left Socialist, who 
had suffered persecution in pre-war Poland, and asked him: 
‘How many years, comrade, have you spent in prisons?’ This 
was the typical question that one former political prisoner 
would ask another. ‘Which prisons’, said the Pole, ‘do you have 
in mind : the Polish or the Soviet ones?’ ‘The quicker we forget 
about the Russian prisons’, Stalin rejoined, ‘the better will it 
be for both our nations.’ 

In sponsoring the Committee, Stalin confronted Churchill 
and Roosevelt with an awkward choice. They either had to 
acknowledge that Committee, if they were to be guided by the 
principle that only a government friendly to Russia should be 
tolerated in Poland, or they had to disregard that principle and 
go on supporting the Poles whom they had supported so far. 
At first they tried to evade the dilemma and to prevail upon 
Stalin to negotiate with Stanislaw Mikolajezyk, the Conserva- 
tive peasant, who had, since Sikorski’s death, headed the Polish 
Government in London. Mikolajezyk was one of the very few 
Polish emigre politicians who were inclined to bargain over, if 
not to accept, the Curzon Line. Towards the end of July 1944, 
indeed, Mikolajezyk went to Moscow, only to find on his arrival 
that the Russian Government had just officially recognized the 
so-called Lublin Committee. Having, by a most radical act of 
intervention, installed a government of his choice in Poland, 
Stalin now disclaimed any intention of meddling in Polish 
domestic affairs; and he advised Mikolajezyk to come to terms 
with the ‘Lublin Poles’. 

Right in the middle of that haggling a tragic event occurred, 
in which Stalin’s role appeared extremely ambiguous and even 
sinister. On i August 1944 armed insurrection against the 
Germans broke out in Warsaw. The insurgents were led by 
officers who took their cue from the Polish Government in 
London. The Red Army had rapidly approached Warsaw, 
and the commanders of the rising mistakenly believed that the 
German garrison was about to evacuate the city. The mass 
of the insurgents were animated by the desire to liberate 
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their capital through their own efforts. Their commander, 
however, was himself guilty of a gross political mistake — he gave 
the order for action without trying to establish contact and to 
co-ordinate the rising with the command of the advancing 
Russian army. Incidentally, the commander of that Russian 
army was a Pole, Marshal Rokossovsky. That mistake sprang, 
of course, from the political situation. The leaders of the rising 
hoped that they would either be in control of the Polish capital 
before the entry of the Russians, or that, failing this, they would 
exert moral pressure on the Russians to acknowledge the political 
claims of those who had helped them to expel the Germans. 

It soon turned out that the timing of the insurrection was 
disastrous. Rokossovsky’s army had been stopped by the Ger- 
mans at the Vistula and then thrown back. The German 
garrison, far from evacuating the capital, turned all its might 
and fury against the insurgents. A sombre and desperate battle 
developed, in which the Poles fought with unique romantic 
heroism, and the Germans revenged themselves by burning and 
pulling down street after street and house after house, until the 
city of Warsaw virtually ceased to exist. The Poles begged for 
help. Mikolajczyk appealed to Stalin. Stalin’s behaviour was 
extremely strange, to say no more. At first he would not believe 
the reports about the rising and suspected a canard. Then he 
promised help but failed to give it. So far it was still possible to 
put a charitable interpretation upon his behaviour. It may be, 
it is indeed very probable, that Rokossovsky, repelled by the 
Germans, was unable to come to the rescue of Warsaw, and that 
Stalin, just conducting major offensives on the southern sector 
of the front, in the Carpathians and in Rumania, could not alter 
his strategic dispositions to assist the unexpected rising. But 
then he did something that sent a shudder of horror through 
the allied countries. He refused to allow British planes, flying 
from their bases to drop arms and food to the insurgents, to land 
on Russian airfields behind the fighting lines. He thereby 
reduced British help to the insurgents to a minimum. Then 
Russian planes appeared over the burning city with help, when 
it was too late. It is not easy to see what Stalin hoped to gain 
from his demonstration of callousness. The tragedy of Warsaw 
added new bitterness to the anti-Russian feeling in Poland, and 
it shocked even Stalin’s admirers in the west. It is difficult to 
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think what political calculation, be it even the most cynical one, 
accounted for his attitude. He was moved by that unscrupulous 
rancour and insensible spite of which he had given so much 
proof during the great purges. 


When Stalin, Churchill, and Roosevelt met at Yalta, in 
February 1945, victory was within their grasp. They knew that 
it could elude them only through their own discord. This was, 
indeed, the only hope of Hitler, reading and rereading the story 
of Frederick the Great, who miraculously escaped defeat in the 
Seven Years War when his enemies fell out with one another. 
The three allied leaders, eager to inflict their last blows on the 
enemy, were therefore busy shelving the issues that divided them. 

Stalin was no longer the only victor, as he had been at 
Teheran. The British and the Americans stood on the Rhine. 
But Russian military preponderance was still marked. On the 
Oder the Red Army was preparing its assault on Berlin. A 
fortnight or so before the Yalta conference something happened 
that seemed to throw the Russian preponderance into even 
sharper relief. The Germans launched their last counter- 
offensive in the Ardennes, and for a lime it seemed that they 
might split the British-American front. On 14 January General 
Eisenhower’s deputy, Air-Chief Marshal Tedder, went to Mos- 
cow to request Stalin for Russian offensives to divert German 
pressure from the west. Stalin acceded to the request. Three 
days later the Red Army entered Warsaw and swept forward 
from the Vistula to the Oder. When he met his guests at 
Livadia, the Tsar’s summer residence, near Yalta, amid the 
ruins and the desolation of recent battles, Stalin had therefore 
a strong sense of the Russian contribution towards victory ; and 
his guests could not but show gratitude. 

In their thoughts the ‘Big Three’ still tended to project their 
present unity into the peace and to see the future in terms of 
their condominium and of spheres of influence. But the nearer 
the war drew to an end the stronger grew their mental reserva- 
tions, doubts, and fears. Each side made concessions to the other, 
but sought guarantees for itself. To every act of agreement, each 
was anxious to add an escape clause. At every step military 
considerations overlapped or conflicted with social interests and 
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ideological principles. As if by some fatality, the ‘Big Three’ 
were driven to adopt. one military expedient after another; and 
every expedient contained seeds of future discord and rivalry. 

Their state of mind is curiously illustrated by a dialogue 
between Stalin and Churchill which took place at Yalta, in the 
course of a discussion on the statutes of the United Nations 
Organization. The debate centred on the clauses dealing with 
the right of veto, which the great powers wished to reserve for 
themselves in the Security Council of that organization. Stalin, 
more emphatic in this than his partners, wanted to make the 
right of veto absolutely rigid, proof against any attempt at 
obviating or weakening it. Churchill had said something to the 
effect that the organization should be able to act against a great 
power that might aim at world domination. ‘I would like to 
ask Mr. Churchill’, was Stalin’s rejoinder, ‘to name the power 
which may intend to dominate the world. I am sure Great 
Britain does not want to dominate the world. So one is removed 
from suspicion. I am sure the United States does not wish to 
do so, so another is excluded from the powers having intentions 
to dominate the world.’ ‘May I answer?’ Churchill interrupted. 
‘In a minute’, Stalin was impatient to clinch his argument. 
‘The danger in the future is the possibility of conflicts among 
ourselves.’ He brought out the implications of Churchill’s atti- 
tude — Churchill had apparently been suspicious of Russia and 
had wished to make the statutes of the United Nations as vexa- 
tious to her as possible. Churchill, somewhat embarrassed by 
Stalin so dotting the z’s, answered that as long as they, the three 
men who had jointly conducted this great war, were alive, there 
was no danger of conflict; but would their successors remain 
united? Stalin was not to be set at ease. He reminded his 
guests of a rankling Russian grievance: in 1939, during the 
first Russo-Finnish war, the League of Nations pilloried Russia 
and expelled her from its midst — the same League that had 
never lifted a finger against Hitler and never done anything 
against any act of aggression. . . . No, Russia would not allow 
herself to be so treated in the future.* 

It is curious to watch how throughout this phase of the war 
Stalin, on the one hand, advocated with the greatest perse- 
verance the world condominium of the ‘Big Three , resenting 
‘ James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly, pp. 3 ^ 7 * 
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any suggestion that tended to weaken it, and how, on the other, 
he at ever>' step betrayed his fear and suspicion of Russia’s 
would-be partners in that condominium. When Churchill and 
Roosevelt proposed that France be given a share in the control 
of Germany he objected, because ‘France had opened the gates 
to the enemy’. It was his stock argument that the place any 
nation was to be allowed to keep in peace should be propor- 
tionate to the strength it had shown and the sacrifices it had 
borne in war. That the principle favoured Russia more than 
any other nation goes without saying, for no other nation had 
borne sacrifices comparable to hers. When Churchill ironically 
remarked that the ‘Big Three’ were ‘a very exclusive club, the 
entrance fee being at least five million soldiers or the equivalent’, ^ 
Stalin must have bitterly reflected that the entrance fee that 
Russia had paid was many more than five million dead soldiers. 
He stubbornly opposed any suggestion that would allow the 
small nations to speak up against the great powers in the future ' 
league of nations. What he apparently feared was that the great 
powers might incite the small ones against Russia. At one time 
he insisted that the United Nations must have armed forces of 
their own, especially an international air force with bases in 
various small countries.^ The proposal, although it was rejected 
by the United States, seemed to testify to his confidence in the 
solidarity of the ‘Big Three’. But then again, prompted by the 
fear that Russia might be outvoted in the United Nations, 
he asked that the Ukraine and Byelorussia be recognized as 
members of the United Nations with their own vote. It was j 
mainly in order to be able to substantiate that demand that in | 
February 1944 he carried out a constitutional reform, by which 
he abolished, at least nominally, the main principle of his own 
Constitution of 1924, and replaced the Union of Soviet Republics 
by a sort of a federation, under which each of the constituent 
republics was to have its own foreign ministry and its own army.^ 

* James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly^ p. 25. 

* J. Stalin, War Speeches, p. 1 14; and The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, vol. ii, p. *682. 

* A secondary motive for the reform may have been Stalin’s desire to placate 
the nationalist mood in the oudying republics, especially in the Ukraine. As the 
Red Army advanced into those republics, the specific Russian patriotic propaganda 
was toned down in favour of a broader Soviet patriotism, embracing all the nation- t 
alities of the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, the upsurge of Russian traditionalism 
stimulated similar nationalist trends among the smaller nations of the Soviet 
Union. 
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One can hardly help reflecting on the contrast between the 
gravity of the underlying issues and antagonisms and the futility 
and pettiness of the bargaining to which they gave rise. Heads 
of governments, ministers, ambassadors had haggled for months 
over the Ukrainian and Byelorussian votes, as if the future of 
the peace had really hung on them. At Yalta, Stalin obtained 
what he wanted. But even from his own viewpoint he gained 
nothing except perhaps the satisfaction of a capricious ambition, 
because, as a quid pro quo^ he agreed that the United States 
should also have three votes in the United Nations, a right of 
which the United States was not to avail itself. Finally, with 
a singular lack of sense of humour, the ‘Big Three’ called from 
Yalta on all neutral states of the world to declare war on Ger- 
many before i March 1945, that is after the war had practically 
been won, in order to gain admittance to the founding con- 
ference of the United Nations at San Francisco. After i March 
the box office was to be closed. 

The complex and fascinating story of all the deals and bar- 
gains that were concluded and of all the controversies and 
squabbles that went on at Yalta and Potsdam cannot be told 
or even summarized here. The nature of the solidarity of the 
‘Big Three’ was such as to enable them to take joint decisions 
and carry them out with comparative ease whenever a major 
and immediate military interest was involved; but as they 
moved away from that interest they invariably found less and 
less common ground. At Yalta they laid plans for the con- 
tinued advance of their armies and delineated the portions of 
Germany that were to be occupied by each of them; but they 
did not even try to work out the implications of the division of 
Germany into four zones; and they only broached its constitu- 
tional and economic aspects. In addition, their solidarity was 
now less and less due to their common military interest in 
Europe, and more and more to the new partnership which they 
were planning in the war against Japan. As early as 1943 Stalin 
had promised to join in that war. At Yalta he pledged himself 
to do so three months after the termination of hostilities in 
Europe. Neither Roosevelt nor Churchill was yet confident 
of the outcome of the experiments with the atomic weapon, 
experiments that had been kept strictly secret even from the 
Russian ally; they were not sure that they could easily vanquish 
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Japan without Russia’s help;|and so they conceded to Stalin 
things, not only in Asia but in Europe, which they would other- 
wise hardly have conceded. 

What was Stalin’s interest in the Pacific war? By her alliance 
.with Britain and her agreements with the United States, Russia 
had not been bound to come out as their ally in Asia. Nor was 
the war against Japan popular with the Russian people, to 
whom Japan was their enemy’s ally but not their enemy, and 
who were far too weary of one war to desire another. If Stalin 
nevertheless decided to embark upon the new venture he did 
so because he was convinced that the risk was extremely low. 
While Roosevelt and Churchill supposed that they might yet 
have to wage a long and costly campaign in the Far East, 
Stalin assumed that his troops would have to fight for three 
months at the most.* He played for definite stakes. His pur- 
pose was to regain for Russia all the ground she had lost to 
Japan since the Treaty of Portsmouth, concluded after the 
Russo-Japanese war of 1904-5. At Yalta he struck a most 
secret bargain with Roosevelt, by which Russia was to receive 
back not only the Eastern Chinese Railway, ceded to Japan 
about ten years before, but the southern part of the island of 
Sakhalin, the Kuril Islands, and Port Arthur as well.^ To 
his people and to the world Stalin depicted this war as Russia’s 
revenge for 1904-5: ‘. . . the defeat of Russian troops in 
1904 . . .’, so he stated in his proclamation on Japan’s surrender, 
‘left bitter memories in the mind of the people. It lay like a 
black spot on our country. Our people believed and hoped that 
a day would come when Japan would be smashed and that 
blot effaced. Forty years have we, the people of the old genera- 
tion, waited for this day.’^ Stalin’s words flew in the face of 
historical facts, for the men of the old generation, Bolsheviks, 
Mensheviks, and even Liberals, had rejoiced over the defeat 
of Tsardom in 1904. ‘The European bourgeoisie has its reason 
to be frightened. The proletariat has its reasons to rejoice’, so 
Lenin had commented on the Russian defeat at Port Arthur. 
‘The disaster that befell our worst enemy means not only that 


’ John R. Deane, The Strange Alliance^ p. 264. 

^ It was thus the lot of Franklin D. Roosevelt to undo the work of Theodore 
Roosevelt, under whose auspices the Treaty of Portsmouth was negotiated in 1905. 
> Bobhevikf no iG, August 1943. 
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Russian freedom has come nearer. It foreshadows a new revolu- 
tionary upsurge of the European proletariat.’* In those days 
Stalin himself had addressed the workers of Tiflis in the same 
spirit though less explicitly in his proclamation ‘Workers of the 
Caucasus, the time for revenge has come!’^ His new view of 
history, his newly found sorrow for Russia’s past humiliation, 
nevertheless fitted in well with that traditionalist spirit in which 
he was framing his policy. He now appeared on the Pacific 
coast, as he had previously done on the Baltic, as the collector 
of old Russian possessions, the inheritor of the Tsarist patri- 
mony. In such terms he presented his aspirations to Roosevelt 
and Churchill, disclaiming any revolutionary ambition in Asia. 
Not only was he to put up with the United States’ virtually 
exclusive control over Japan. At Potsdam he went so far as to 
disavow the Chinese Communists opposed to Chiang Kai-shek 
and to say that the Kuomintang was the only political force 
capable of ruling China.^ 

To whichever fragment, Asiatic or European, of Stalin’s 
policy we turn, we always find in it the strange interplay of the 
traditionalist and the revolutionary strands which puzzled his 
allies and enemies alike. What is Stalin, after all? The architect 
of an imperial restoration, who sometimes exploits revolutionary 
pretexts for his ends, or the promoter of Communist revolution, 
camouflaging his purpose with the paraphernalia of the Russian 
Imperial tradition? British and American statesmen pondered 
the question as they tried to penetrate Stalin’s motives. The 
question presupposed that only one of those characters in Stalin 
was genuine, that the other was sham and pretence. Yet both 
characters seem to be equally real. So much so, that one may 
venture the guess that at times Stalin himself would have been 
at a loss to identify himself, even in his own mind, with only 
one of them. That duality was too universal — Tradition and 
Revolution did actually lead a silent existence, side by side, in 

’ Lenin, Sochirunya^ vol. viii, p. 32. 

* J. Stalin, Sochinenya, vol. i, pp. 74-83. 

^ James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly, p. 228. Pursuing his aims in the Far East, 
Stalin inevitably came into conflict with Chinese aspirations. Shortly before the 
Potsdam conference he negotiated with the Chinese Foreign Minister, I . V. Soong. 
Under combined Russian and American pressure, and in the hope that this would 
strengthen his hands vts-d-vts the Communist opposition, Chiang Kai-shek accepted 
Stalin's demands. 
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the thoughts and feelings of the Russian people; and it appeared 
too consistently in every sphere of Stalin’s activity, domestic 
and foreign, to be explained away as sheer artful camouflage 
or artificial posture, although Stalin sometimes undoubtedly 
camouflaged his actions to mislead his enemies or his allies. 

In the closing phase of the war it became almost impossible 
to disentangle the two strands of his policy. The traditionalist 
one was often so much to the fore that Stalin’s conduct, aspira- 
tions, methods of action, even his gestures and caprices, vividly 
resembled the behaviour, the aspirations, and gestures of Alex- 
ander I at the conclusion of the Napoleonic wars. The similar- 
ity was largely genuine; but there must have been a dose of 
deliberate imitation in it as well — this was apparent when Stalin 
officially called the war the ‘Fatherland war’, the name by 
which the epic of 1812 had gone down in Russian history. After 
the defeat of the Grande Armee, Tsar Alexander sought to 
aggrandize his empire at the expense of Russia’s own and 
Britain’s allies, Prussia and Austria, whose Polish lands he 
wanted to unite to his Kingdom of Poland. Prussia was to be 
‘compensated’ by the acquisition of Saxony. It is enough to 
substitute in this tale Poland for Prussia to obtain a description 
of Stalin’s policy. In the reports of British and American diplo- 
mats on their talks with Stalin there was more than one passage 
recalling the words from Castlereagh’s reports on his talks with 
Alexander: 

The Emperor insinuated [wrote the British foreign secretary of 
1815] that the question [of Poland] could only end in one way, as 
he was in possession. I observed that it was very true, His imperial 
Majesty was in possession, and he must know that no one was less 
disposed than myself hostilely to dispute that possession ; but I was 
sure His Imperial Majesty would not be satisfied to rest his pre- 
tensions on a title of conquest in opposition to the general senti- 
ments of Europe. 

Both Alexander and Stalin were concerned with Russia’s 
influence in the Balkans; and both strove to bring the Turkish 
Straits under their control. The tension between Russia and 
her western allies was as acute in 1945 as it had been in 1815.* 

* *. . . almost everywhere in Europe during these three years, their [Britain’s 
and Russia’s] policies apparently conflicted. [Thus C. K. Webster describes 
Russo-British relations in 1815-18 in The Foreign Policy of Castlereagh, vol. ii, p. 88.] 
The Tsar, or at least some of his servants, engaged in multifarious activities which 
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The secretiveness of the diplomacy of both rulers, their tactics 
of taking their allies by surprise, and their alternation of con- 
ciliatory and strong-arm attitudes caused the same confusion 
and embarrassment among their allies. The foreign ministers 
of the one and the other were equally afraid of making their 
own decisions, equally waited for their master’s word, and 
equally taxed the patience of their allies by the bizarre dilatori- 
ness of their dealings. The complaints of British and American 
negotiators about Stalin’s capriciousness may still be best ex- 
pressed in Byron’s words about Alexander: 

Now half dissolving to a liberal thaw 

But hardened back whene’er the morning’s raw 


How nobly gave he back to Poles their Diet 
Then told pugnacious Poland to be quiet. 

It is curious how the analogy can be extended from major 
issues down to details. Alexander, eager to uphold the Russian 
prestige, wished to be feted as the chief victor in Paris. Similar 
motives impelled Stalin to order Marshal Zhukov to stage a 
special ceremony of Germany’s surrender in Russian-occupied 
Berlin, after the German representatives had signed the act of 
surrender at the British and American headquarters at Rheims. 
A strange episode of the Potsdam conference suggested another 
peculiar reminiscence. On his arrival at Potsdam Stalin ex- 
pressed the view that Hitler was alive, hiding outside Germany. 
To the astonishment of the British and the Americans he re- 
peated that assertion with apparent conviction many days 
later.* It was as if the thought of Napoleon’s return from 

were in almost all cases hostile to Britain. There was a kind of diplomatic duel 
between the two countries which extended over a large area. At Paris they ap- 
peared to be rivals for the favour of Louis XVIII, at Madrid there was a fierce 
contest on which large issues hung, in Italy and Germany Britain supported Aus- 
trian influence against Russian, at Constantinople there were almost openly 
confessed divergencies of view; the contest extended into Asia; and the struggle 
over Persia had already begun. It must be remembered that this was an entirely 
new part for Russia to play. Before the French Revolution she had appeared as 
a half-barbarous Power who had no relations with western Europe .... Now her 
influence was supreme and apparently increasing at h 2 df the Courts of Europe, 
and her agents were engaged in stirring up strife all over the West. No wonder, 
therefore, that many men accused the Tsar himself of hypocrisy and trickery. 
His professions of Chrbtian principles were thought to be merely designed to cover 
his far-reaching schemes of European domination.’ 

* James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly^ p. 68. 
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Elba and of the Hundred Days had crossed Stalin’s mind — 
would not Hitler perchance try a similar come-back? Since 
Napoleon’s reappearance restored the unity of the victors at 
the Congress of Vienna, Stalin seemed to use Hitler’s phantom 
at Potsdam in order to recapture something of that allied unity 
which had been of the living Hitler’s making. 

Yet, for all that similarity, Stalin was not and could not have 
been just another Alexander. The world situation would not 
have allowed him to keep within that role. Alexander’s army, 
even though it had been the strongest on the Continent, did 
not march into a Europe so unsettled and disintegrated and so 
reduced to a vacuum as was the Europe into which Stalin’s 
armies advanced. At the Congress of Vienna the Tsar had to 
cdntend with an opposition coming not only from the British, 
but also from the Austrian Empire, Prussia, and the Ottoman 
Entpire, all present in central, eastern, and southern Europe. 
Even the voice of vanquished France carried great weight in 
the councils of the nations. In 1945 the vanquished nation, 
Germany, was politically crushed into dust; and all other conti- 
nental nations, victors and vanquished, had almost no breath 
in them. Because of the contrast between that extraordinary 
vacuum and Russia’s newly revealed might, Stalin’s figure 
loomed incomparably larger on the European horizon than did 
Alexander’s, a larger menace to some and a bigger promise 
to others. 

Nor was the political horizon now limited to Europe. The 
world had just witnessed the astonishing polarization of power 
between the United States and Russia. In abstract statistical 
terms, Russia’s economic strength was much less than that 
of the United States. But because of Russia’s proximity to the 
European scene, her pressure was much more effective than her 
economic strength might have suggested. By the end of the war 
Stalin may have reckoned with a more or less rapid withdrawal 
of American power from the Continent and consequently with 
the further growth of Russian predominance. But this is not 
certain. Against the fact of Russia’s increased power must be 
set that element of her weakness which was due to the pro- 
digious losses and the ravages of war she had suffered ; and this 
tended to limit the spread of the Russian influence. 

To all these differences between 1945 and 1815 must now be 
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added the revolutionary element in Stalin’s diplomacy. Only 
after the war was the Bolshevik in Stalin to reassert himself so 
strongly as to efface Alexander’s likeness, but his presence was 
felt even earlier, in the period of Yalta and Potsdam. It was 
in the last months of the war that the pattern of the revolution 
that was eventually to embrace nearly all countries within the 
Russian orbit began to develop. 

In all those countries governments were set up which 
nominally represented coalitions between several parties: Com- 
munists, Socialists, Peasants, Clericalists, and even quasi- 
Fascists. But in each of those governments the Communists 
were in charge of at least two decisive departments : police and 
army. They used those departments to establish control first 
over their country as a whole, and then over their partners in 
the government, until they were able either to oust their part- 
ners or to compel them to co-operate in the revolution. In 
carrying out this design the Communists were assisted by the 
fact that each of those governments was under the obligation, 
stipulated in armistice terms or in special declarations, to purge 
its civil service and its political institutions from those who had 
worked against Russia, from Nazis, Fascists, militarists, and so 
on. They were further under the obligation to ensure the 
security of the lines of communication which the Russian army 
maintained in all those countries. Those clauses, endorsed by 
the western allies, were enough to enable Stalin to initiate and 
direct, without flagrantly offending against inter-allied con- 
ventions, a process by which the old ruling classes of eastern 
Europe were thrown into complete disarray, deprived of 
organization, and rendered politically impotent. The bulk of 
those classes had in fact consisted of anti-democratic elements 
and had compromised itself by its pro-German, or at any rate 
by its anti-Russian, attitude in the war. The elimination of the 
old ruling classes prepared the ground for the ascendancy of the 
Communist parties. Intermediate groupings, which might have 
stood for parliamentary government, lacked any substantial 
tradition and were extremely weak or ineffectual. When their 
ranks swelled, in part by the adherence of members of the old 
ruling groups and parties, it was their turn to be subjected to 
the purge. It was rarely possible to say when Stalin, or the 
local Communists, really acted on the clauses endorsed by the 
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western allies and when they used those clauses as excuses for 
settling accounts with parties and groups whom they were only 
too eager to suppress. In actual fact they did both. 

Through this chain-process of purges, which were to drag 
on into the late forties, was to be built up the monopoly of the 
Communist parties, without spectacular Russian interference. 
Only when real hitches occurred, especially in the initial phase, 
did Stalin authorize direct, drastic Russian intervention. Thus, 
when King Michael of Rumania refused, in the spring of 1945, 
to dismiss his courtier General Radescu from the post of Prime 
Minister, Vyshinsky, now vice-minister of foreign affairs, 
appeared at the Rumanian court, ordered the King to change 
the government within two hours, and threatened that refusal 
would be treated by Russia as a breach of the armistice. 
Grozea, a pro-Communist politician, replaced Radescu; and 
Stalin personally sought to strengthen the hands of the new 
Premier by announcing that Transylvania, which Hitler had 
awarded to Hungary, would be returned to Rumania. After 
one such act of Russian intervention, the local Communist 
party could take charge of the further transubstantiation of 
the government. 

The world was thus treated to the spectacle of a social up- 
heaval that was unlike any previous revolution. At the begin- 
ning of the Russian revolution there was the Word. The revolu- 
tion began from a mighty popular movement. For the purposes 
of self-defence it then built up its own police and invested it 
with enormous power. Then the new state succumbed to its 
own instrument — it turned into a police state. In the revolu- 
tion which Stalin now carried into half a dozen countries, the 
whole process was as if reversed. The first acquisition of the 
revolution, its first base, was the police. Captured or built up 
by the Communist party, the police appeared to be the demiurge 
of social transformation. To be sure, the masses, the people — 
they, too, appeared on the stage and played a part. But it was 
never quite clear what they thought and what they felt, whether 
they acted of their own accord or whether they had been 
marshalled and drilled to act as they did by the demiurge in 
the background. 

This revolution hesitated to proclaim its principles and define 
its aims. Its story was one succession of manoeuvres, stratagems. 
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and tricks, which in the end fell into the pattern of a revolution, 
but which in themselves were petty and wicked. Of these tricks 
none was quite as wicked as the falsification of the popular vote 
— sooner or later 99 per cent, of the voters must vote for the 
powers in being. In Russia the Bolsheviks had at first described 
their rule as proletarian dictatorship; they had disfranchised 
the members of the former ruling and possessing classes; they 
had made an electoral law so designed as to ensure the pre- 
dominance of the industrial workers over the peasant majority; 
but within these avowedly narrow limits the vote had been a 
vote. Friend and foe of the Bolshevik revolution knew where 
they stood; and even its foes had to acknowledge with some 
respect the frankness with which it had proclaimed its class 
principle. The eastern European offspring of the Russian revo- 
lution pretended much higher democratic respectability; they 
indignantly denied that they had anything in common with 
dictatorial rule; they produced with superior airs the over- 
whelming votes they had allegedly obtained in universal and 
secret ballot; and even their friends were irritated by the crude 
hypocrisy of their pretensions. 

Yet, by sponsoring that strange revolution, Stalin rendered 
the peoples of eastern Europe ‘services, of which it is difficult 
to overrate either the wickedness or the utility*, to paraphrase 
Macaulay’s verdict on an English statesman. Between the two 
wars nearly all those peoples had been stranded in an impasse; 
their life had been bogged down in savage poverty and dark- 
ness ; their politics had been dominated by archaic cliques who 
had not minded the material and cultural retrogression of their 
subjects as long as their own privileges had been safe. That 
whole portion of Europe had emerged from the Second World 
War and from the hideous ‘school’ of nazism even more desti- 
tute, savage, and helpless. It may well be that for its peoples 
the only chance of breaking out of their impasse lay in a coup 
de force such as that to which Stalin goaded them. In Poland 
and Hungary the Communist-inspired land reform fulfilled, 
perhaps imperfectly, a dream of many generations of peasants 
and intellectuals. All over eastern Europe the Communists, 
having nationalized the main industries, vigorously promoted 
plans for industrialization and full employment such as were 
beyond the material resources and the wit of native ‘private 
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enterprise’, notoriously poor in capital, skill, and enterprise. 
With fresh zeal and ambition they took to hard educational 
work, trying to undo the age-old negligence of previous rulers. 
They did much to calm nationalist vendettas and to promote 
co-operation between their peoples. In a word, they opened 
before eastern Europe broad vistas of common reform and 
advancement. It was as if Russia had imparted to her neigh- 
bours some of her own urge for trying out new ways and 
methods of communal work and social organization. It ought 
perhaps to be added that, considering the vastness and the 
radical character of the upheaval, it is remarkable that Stalin 
and his men brought it off not without terror, indeed, not 
without indulging in a long series of coups^ but without pro- 
voking in a single country within the Russian orbit a real civil 
war, such as that waged in Greece. 

The question must be asked whether Stalin, while he was 
bargaining for his zone of influence, already contemplated put- 
ting it under exclusive Communist control. Had the scheme 
of revolution been in his mind at the time of Teheran or Yalta? 
Had it finally taken shape at the time of Potsdam? His de- 
tractors as well as his apologists concur on this point, for both 
want us to see an extremely shrewd and far-sighted design 
behind his actions. Yet Stalin’s actions show many strange and 
striking contradictions which do not indicate that he had any 
revolutionary master-plan. They suggest, on the contrary, that 
he had none. Here are a few of the most glaring contradictions. 
If Stalin consistently prepared to instal a Communist govern- 
ment in Warsaw, why did he so stubbornly refuse to make any 
concessions to the Poles over their eastern frontier? Would it 
not have been all the same to him whether, say, Lvov, that 
Polish-Ukrainian city, was ruled from Communist Kiev or 
from Communist Warsaw? Yet such a concession would have 
enormously strengthened the hands of the Polish left. Similarly, 
if he had beforehand planned revolution for eastern Germany, 
why did he detach from Germany and incorporate in Poland 
all the German provinces east of the Neisse and the Oder, of 
the acquisition of which even the Poles themselves had not 
dreamt? Why did he insist on the expulsion of the whole 
German population from those lands, an act that could not but 
further embitter the German people not only against the Poles 
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but also against Russia and communism. His claim for repara- 
tions to be paid by Germany, Austria, Hungary, Rumania, 
Bulgaria, and Finland, understandable as it was in view of the 
devastation of the Ukraine and other Soviet lands, could not 
but have the same damaging effect on the Communist cause 
in those countries. This was even truer of Stalin’s demand for 
the liquidation of the bulk of German industry. Already at 
Teheran, if not earlier, he had given notice that he would raise 
that demand ; at Yalta he proposed that 8o per cent, of German 
industry should be dismantled within two years after the cease 
fire; and he did not abate that demand at Potsdam.* He could 
not have been unaware that his scheme, as chimerical as ruth- 
less, if it had been carried out, would have entailed the dispersal of 
the German working class, the main, if not the only, social force 
to which communism could have appealed and whose support 
it might have enlisted. Not a single one of these policies can 
by any stretch of the imagination be described as a stepping- 
stone towards revolution. On the contrary, in every one of 
those moves, Stalin himself was laboriously erecting formidable 
barriers to revolution. This alone seems to warrant the con- 
clusion that even at the close of the war his intentions were still 
extremely self-contradictory, to say the least. 

Mikolajezyk reports a curious conversation with Stalin in 
August 1944. Not without peasant-like slyness, the Polish 
politician tried to sound Stalin on his plans for Germany, and 
told him that German prisoners, captured by the Poles, 
allegedly expressed the hope that after the war Germany would 
embrace communism and, as the foremost Communist state, 
go on to rule the world. Stalin, so Mikolajezyk reports, replied 
indignantly that ‘communism fitted Germany as a saddle fitted 
a cow’. This contemptuous aphorism undoubtedly reflected his 
mood. It harmonized so perfectly with the whole trend of his 
policy vis-d-vis Germany, it was so spontaneous, so organic, so 
much in line with what we know of his old disttelief in western 
European communism, and it accorded so much with all that 
he said and did in those days, that it could not have been sheer 
tactical bluff. 

It was, indeed, in Stalin’s approach to Germany that the 
conflict between his nationalism and his revolutionism was 
‘ James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly, pp. 26 - 7 . 
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sharpest, and that the nationalist, one might say the anti- 
revolutionary, element predominated longest. ‘It would be 
naive to think’, he said shortly before Yalta, ‘that Germany will 

not attempt to restore her might and launch new aggression 

History shows that a short period — some twenty or thirty years 
— is enough for Germany to recover from defeat and re-establish 
her might.’* He had used the same argument at Teheran, 
only that there he had forecast Germany’s come-back within 
a much shorter period.^ He repeated the same thing to nearly 
every one of his many visitors in the Kremlin. He appeared 
almost obsessed by the thought of future German revenge. 
When he spoke about the need for the unity of the great 
allied powers in peace, he pointed to that danger. He did 
the same when he proposed to cripple German industry, 
to change Germany’s frontiers, to detach Austria from Ger- 
many, or to establish a pro-Russian government in Poland, ‘that 
corridor through which the Germans march into Russia’. In 
this preoccupation with Russia’s security vis-d-vis Germany, he 
used the language that Foch, Clemenceau, and Poincare had 
used after the First World War, the language of the Conserva- 
tive who projects the past into the future and sees that future 
in terms of competition, struggle, and war between nations. 
His warnings about German revenge ‘in twenty or thirty years’ 
were in his mouth identical with the firm assumption that ‘in 
twenty or thirty years’ Germany would still remain a capitalist, 
imperialist nation, obviously because ‘communism fitted her as 
a saddle fitted a cow’. Had he reckoned on the chance of a 
Communist revolution in Germany he would have seen no need 
for the punitive peace he advocated. 

In speaking as he did, he undoubtedly spoke for Russia. It 
is not an exaggeration to say that the whole of Russia hoped 
that the day of victory would be the day of judgement for 
Germany and that the judgement would be conducted by Ger- 
many’s victims. Internationalist ideas and sentiments of solidar- 
ity with foreign working classes, in so far as such sentiments had 
not been swamped by the nationalist tide, had no validity 
vis-d-^vis the enemy nation, for the German working classes 
appeared to have done nothing either to prevent Hitler’s 

* J. Stalin, War Speeches, p. 113. 

* Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, pp. 786-7. 
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aggression, to obstruct it, or to revolt against it. It is true that 
the nationalist feeling in Russia had been violently kindled by 
the propagandists and by Stalin’s own grim, inexorable ‘Death 
to the German invaders’ repeated day after day. Without that 
the national temper might not have risen quite to the pitch of 
fury which it reached in the end. But cause and effect were* 
highly confused. Even if there had been no nationalist propa- 
ganda, the German atrocities, the methodical mass-slaughter 
of women and children, the slave-labour, and the cold-blooded 
devastation of town and country spoke louder than any propa- 
gandist. The soldiers who marched from Stalingrad to Berlin 
saw all that — they had marched through a German-made 
desert. As victors they vented their fury upon the van- 
quished; they expected their Government to rebuild Russia 
with the help of German industry and labour, and to destroy 
Germany’s capacity to wage war. When, at last, they hoisted 
the red flag over the ruins of the Reichstag, this was to symbolize 
the triumph of revolutionary Russia over Germany, not the 
triumph of revolution in Germany. 

This fearful Russian hatred of Germany, however, was turn- 
ing out to be a great political liability as the war drew to a close. 
It inspired panicky fear in Germany and prolonged German 
resistance. To the end. Hitler’s troops fought with much greater 
tenacity in the east than in the west. Stalin had striking evi- 
dence of this when, in March 1945, Field-Marshal Kesselring, 
the German commander-in-chief in Italy, made his first pro- 
posal for the surrender of his whole army to the British and t^e 
Americans. Stalin was ‘seething’ when he learned about British 
and American negotiations with Kesselring — this was a belated 
reflex of his old fear of a separate peace between the western 
allies and Germany.* Soon afterwards, in April, he called a 
halt to the nationalist hue and cry and ordered his propa- 
gandists to re-publicize his own almost forgotten saying that 
‘Hitlers come and go, but the German nation and the German 
state remains’." This attempt to allay the German fear of 


* \0\inR.l^2.n^.ThiStfangeAlliance,v^ ,64;JamcsF. Byrnes, 

* It was in connexion with this that George Alcxandroy-he wm then the head 

of the party's propaganda department-attacked in the writer Ilya Ehren- 

burg for failing to discriminate in his articles be^cen Nazi and non-Nazi 
Ehrenburg had been the soldiers* favourite writer and his articles appeared daily 
in the Krasnaya Z^ezda^ the organ of the Red Army. 
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Russia came too late to be effective. In the last days of the war 
masses of German soldiers, stricken with guilt and panic, fled 
from the Russians into British and American captivity, while 
German representatives sought to arrange an armistice with the 
western powers, but not with Russia. Bristling with suspicion, 
Stalin watched these manoeuvres; and when at last he was able 
to announce the German surrender, he could hardly suppress 
his own surprise and relief at the fact that the Wehrmacht had 
capitulated to Russia, too.® The events of the last few weeks of 
the war revealed the terrible gulf between Germany and Russia, 
which both Hitler and Stalin, each in his own way and each 
in a different degree, had dug, a gulf that neither ordinary 
diplomacy nor revolutionary policy would be able to bridge 
for many years after the war.^ 

Stalin’s foreign policy thus appears to have been not the 
result of any preconceived plan but the resultant of contra- 
dictory domestic and foreign pressures. Now, as so often in the 
past, the control of events over him was much stronger than 
his control over events. We have seen some of the domestic 
pressures at work. As to the foreign ones, these were evident 
in the long series of inter-allied conflicts and squabbles which 
filled the months between Yalta and Potsdam, and in acri- 
monious controversies at Potsdam itself. Despite the agreement 
on the zones of influence and despite Stalin’s silence over the 
civil war in Greece, the western powers protested against 
Russian intervention in Rumania and against developments 
in Poland and Yugoslavia. Disagreement over the United 
Nations, patched up at Yalta, came to light once again. Stalin 
showed his displeasure by refusing Roosevelt’s request that 
Molotov should attend the founding conference of the United 
Nations at San Francisco. (Only after Roosevelt’s death, on 
12 April 1945, did Stalin, wishing to make a friendly gesture 

* J. Stalin, War Speeches j p. 136. 

“It was largely for that reason that the Free German Committee, formed in 
Moscow after the battle of Stalingrad, was utterly ineffectual in its propaganda. 
The role which Stalin assigned to that Committee, at first headed by General Seyd- 
litz and then also by Field-Marshal von Paulus, was the object of much anxious 
speculation among the western allies. It was thought that the Committee was the 
nucleus of a Russian sponsored German Government. Actually, it was merely an 
abortive propagandist venture. It attempted to appeal primarily to German 
conservative opinion, and for that reason it not only spoke in the non-revolutionary 
idiom, but used the old banner of the Hohcnzollern Empire as its own. 
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towards the new American President, consent that Molotov 
should by his presence add splendour to the San Francisco 
conference.) In those days Stalin undoubtedly felt that his 
allies were trying to manoeuvre him out of positions previously 
conceded to him; and it was with genuine resentment that he 
told Harry L. Hopkins, when the latter came to see him for the 
last time, that ‘even though the Russians were a simple people, 
the West often made the mistake of regarding them as fools’.' 

The condominium of the ‘Big Three’ was toppling even 
before it had taken solid shape. It would be futile to try to 
establish which of the allies made the first decisive move away 
from it. Through the labyrinth of conflicting versions and 
recriminations it is hardly possible to trace the first ‘broken 
pledge’. The pledges of the allies had, anyhow, been so vague 
and contained so many loopholes that by reference to the text 
each side could justify its conduct. The point is that the 
fundamental cleavage between the allies could not but lead the 
one side or the other, or both, to abandon mutual commitments. 
In this manage de convenance the thought of the inevitability of 
divorce had been in the back of the mind of each partner from 
the beginning; and almost from the beginning each side had 
to think about the advantages it would secure and the disad- 
vantages from which it would suffer at the moment of the 
divorce. 

The arrangement about the zones of influence, although some 
of its features looked very attractive to its authors, was un- 
natural enough to provoke regrets and second thoughts. It was 
unnatural for the leaders of Liberal capitalism to concede so 
much new ground to the Soviets. Even if Churchill or Roosevelt 
had completely overcome their own scruples, they could not 
ignore those important sections of public opinion at home 
which, either from Conservative hostility to the social revolu- 
tion in eastern Europe or from democratic aversion to the police 
state with which that revolution was identified, strongly objected 
to the deals with Stalin. Those deals must also have seemed 
unnatural to important sections of Soviet opinion, which, how- 
ever inarticulate, did exercise their pressure in many devious 
ways. The editorial silence of the Moscow Press about the civil 

■ James F. Bymes, Speaking Frankly, p. 62; Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and 
Hopkins, p. 894. 
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war in Greece and the extraordinary moderation of the French 
and Italian Communists may have puzzled many a Bolshevik; 
but these were still relatively remote affairs. What was going 
on nearer home, in the Russian-occupied countries, was much 
more vital. To the occupying troops, at least to many politi- 
cally minded officers and men, and to active members of the 
party and the Komsomol at home, it must have been an 
intolerable thought that the capitalist order should survive in 
the lands that the Red Army alone had freed — and at what 
prodigious cost! — from the Nazis. Should they, the people who 
had, in spite of all recent traditionalism, been bred on and for 
socialism, now become the guardians of capitalism there? — 
they asked themselves. Of that same capitalism which had 
ushered Europe into the Nazi era and which, if allowed to 
recover, would again lead Europe to nothing better, because 
nazism and fascism had not been just accidental aberrations of 
European history, but had expressed the very nature of capitalist 
society in extremis. That they, the victors, should now preserve 
an order from which they had experienced nothing but hostility, 
and could expect nothing but hostility, was not only unnatural 
to them — it would have been the most miserable anti-climax 
to their great ‘war of liberation’. 

Stalin could not ignore such moods. At first he apparently 
wished to meet them half-way only. He sponsored the idea of 
the ‘people’s democracy’. The order to be established in the 
countries neighbouring with Russia was to have been neither 
capitalist nor socialist, it was to stand between the two. In the 
light of later events it has often been assumed that the slogan 
was but dust thrown in the eyes of the bourgeoisie^ and that 
Stalin had from the outset aimed at sovietization. Yet the 
concept of a people’s democracy, as distinct from the Soviet 
system and the proletarian dictatorship, was for a time taken 
very seriously by the leaders of the Communist parties; and 
it was earnestly discussed by leading Russian political theorists 
proforo interno,^ Stalin himself, it will be remembered, had been 
brought up on the notion of a system that was to have been 
neither fully capitalist nor socialist. This had been the idea 

' See the discussions on that subject in Gosudarstvo i PravOf 1947; Mirovoye 
Khozyaistvo i Mirovaya Politvkay no. 2, 1947 (Special Supplement) and in E. Varga, 
Izjmtnenya v Ekonomike Kapitalizjnat PP> 14 > 291. 
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behind the formula of the democratic dictatorship of the prole- 
tariat and the peasantry, to which he had stuck until 1917, and 
which he had put forward again in 1925-7, in the debate over 
the Chinese revolution. Towards the end of the war and some 
time later that idea was apparently back in his mind. 

From his viewpoint, the main justification for the inter- 
mediate system, with which he was experimenting, was the 
chance that this would help him to preserve the condominium 
of the ‘Big Three*. This hope was to be dashed. The ‘people’s 
democracy’ had too much of the revolutionary flavour and it 
bore its maker’s stamp all too distinctly to win the approval 
of the western powers. It generated all the tension and friction 
which Stalin wanted to prevent. This suggested to him that the 
western powers were out to reinstal the old anti-Russian parties 
and groupings on Russia’s borders and eventually to squeeze 
Russia out of Europe. That this should be their intention 
appeared equally plausible to the Russian traditionalist and to 
the Bolshevik. Exactly so had the western powers after the 
Napoleonic wars been eager to deny Russia the position of 
influence she had just gained. Exactly so had they combined 
against her after the treaty of San Stefano and deprived her of 
mastery over the Balkans at the Congress of Berlin in 1878. It 
was Stalin’s ambition not to allow Russia to be so thrown back 
once again. In the past the spread of her influence into Europe 
had been more or less ephemeral, and her influence in the 
Balkans had flowed and ebbed with the political tide, because 
under the Tsar that influence had not and could not have been 
anchored in the social structure of the countries where Russia 
had wanted to see her interest supreme. Slavophilism and 
Greek Orthodoxy had not been enough to create permanent 
bonds. This time Russia’s ascendancy could assume a lasting 
character if it was based on revolution, on a transformation of 
the social structure of eastern Europe such as no diplomatic 
pressure or intrigue could reverse. As the controversiw between 
Russia and her allies widened and grew bitter, Stalin inclined 
more and more to give up his experiments with the inter- 
mediate regimes and to reduce the ‘people’s democracy to a 
mere facade for the Communist monopoly of power Every 
step of his in that direction heightened, of course, the tension 
between Russia and the western allies still further. 
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At Yalta Stalin pressed Churchill to explain his hints about 
the power that might seek world domination, and Churchill 
spoke about the conflict that might arise between the successors 
to the three war-time leaders. At Potsdam the partners used 
Jess allusive language. It was there that Churchill, complaining 
about the position of British representatives in Bucharest, threw 
in Stalin’s face the words : ‘An iron fence has come down around 
them!’ The iron fence was later to become the ‘iron curtain’, 
the leitmotif or the shibboleth of a much greater controversy. 
‘All fairy-tales!’ Stalin snapped back. When he was assailed 
for his policies in Rumania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia, he 
retorted with an attack on the British for their pro-royalist 
policy in Greece, on which he had hitherto kept silent. But he 
dropped his charges as soon as the British desisted from their 
attacks on Russian policy. Yet the field of controversy con- 
tinued to widen. Shortly before Potsdam Stalin had raised the 
demand for a Russian base in the Turkish Straits — the never- 
fulfilled dream of the Tsars. At Potsdam he could see that he, 
too, would in this striving be thwarted by his allies, especially 
the British, who had frustrated the Tsars’ aspirations. Then, 
during the discussion on allied trusteeship over Mussolini’s 
African empire, he surprised his partners by the demand that 
one of the Italian colonies be put under Russian trusteeship. 
Churchill, taken aback by this new demand, exclaimed that it 
had not occurred to him that Russia might wish ‘to acquire a 
large tract of the African shore’.* This, of course, appeared to 
be a menace to British control over the Mediterranean. It 
seems that Stalin did not hope for the satisfaction of this par- 
ticular claim, for his best time for bargaining was over. Never- 
theless, in the sum total of his demands there were the makings 
of a crisis over the old Eastern Question that had bedevilled 
Russia’s relations with Britain in the nineteenth century. 

However, it was not even on the new version of the Eastern 
Question that the conflict between the allies was focused. The 
greatest single problem for which they could find no agreed 
solution was Germany. Most, if not all, of their acute disagree- 
ments on Germany sprang from the one point on which they 
did agree, namely, from their joint determination to keep the 
country under military occupation for many years. The actual 
* James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly^ p. 76 . 



TEHERAN— YALTA — POTSDAM 545 

term of the occupation was never defined — ten, twenty, thirty, 
even forty years had been mooted. This alone was enough to 
drive the policies of the allies in diametrically opposite direc- 
tions. The longer they were to stay on, performing the functions 
of a German government, which in the absence of any German 
government they had to do, the more would each occupying 
pMDwer be inclined to mould in its own image tlie economic and 
political life of its part of Germany. It was as unnatural for the 
officers of the Soviet military administration to administer 
a capitalist economy in eastern Germany as it was for their 
counterparts of the American military government to reorgan- 
ize western Germany on Socialist lines. Thus, the prolonged 
presence of the allied armies in Germany tended to split tlie 
country economically and politically as well as militarily. 

Yet the victors pledged themselves to maintain the unity of 
Germany and to exercise for that purpose joint control over her 
affairs. They pronounced that pledge with much emphasis at 
Potsdam ; and they actually set up the Allied Control Council, 
in which the theoretical sovereignty over all parts of Germany 
was invested. But already at Potsdam it was, or should liave 
been, clear to those concerned that their joint control over 
Germany would be a pull-devil-pull-baker business. Neither 
the east nor the west really wanted the other side to have any 
say in the affairs of its own part of Germany. Stalin confronted 
his partners with an accomplished fact when he transferred 
the whole area east of the Oder and the Ncisse to the Poles. 
Nominally the Poles were merely to administer those provinces ; 
and Stalin so presented the case to the western allies. But in 
the circumstances the administration of those provinces by the 
Poles amounted to their incorporation into Poland. The west- 
ern powers acknowledged this, at least implicitly, when they 
agreed to Stalin’s proposal for the expulsion of the whole Ger- 
man population from those lands. True enough, the western 
powers accepted the accomplished fact with the proviso that 
only a peace conference should draw the final frontier between 
Germany and Poland; but, as they agreed in advance to the 
expulsion of the whole German population that had lived east 
of the Oder and the Neisse, that proviso sounded fictitious. The 
conclusion which Stalin must have drawn from the behaviour 
of the allies was that they had reconciled themselves to a position 
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in which they were to have no influence on matters concerning 
eastern Germany. That Russia was to have no influence on 
western Germany became evident when the western powers 
categorically rejected the proposals, repeatedly made by Stalin 
and Molotov, for Russia’s participation in control over the 
economy of the Ruhr. 

The division of Germany was further deepened by an ambigu- 
ous compromise on reparations. At Yalta Stalin had sought to 
obtain British and American endorsement of the Russian claim 
for reparations amounting to ten billion dollars. He obtained 
a vague promise from President Roosevelt that that figure 
would serve as a basis for further discussion. At Potsdam the 
western powers refused to consider it again. In part this was 
due to the circumstance that the Russians were already dis- 
mantling industrial plant in eastern Germany and transferring 
it to Russia, and that the British and the Americans had no 
control over the scope of the process. But a deeper cause under- 
lay this new disagreement. Stalin still stuck to his plans for a 
Carthaginian peace. The British, and in a lesser degree the 
Americans, were already shrinking from the destruction of 
Germany’s industrial strength. This conflict of views was veiled 
by an agreement, reached at Potsdam, that each occupying 
power was free to dismantle industrial plant and to satisfy its 
claims in its own zone.^ This arrangement placed, actually if 
not nominally, on each power the sole responsibility for the 
manner in which it managed the economic and social affairs 
of its own zone. It made of eastern Germany the domain of 
Stalin’s ‘revolution from above’. Shortly after Potsdam that 
revolution began. Its first act was the expropriation of the 
Prussian Junkers, the landlord class that had formed the back- 
bone of Germany’s bureaucracy and had been the mainstay of 
her militarism. With one stroke of the pen, or perhaps with 
only a wink, Stalin destroyed a powerful reactionary social 
force, with which the German left had wrestled unsuccessfully 
for over a century. The second act was the nationalization of 
some industries in eastern Germany. The third was the actual 
suppression of the Social Democratic party, a suppression veiled 

' According to the Potsdam agreement Russia and Poland were, in addition, 
to receive 10 per cent, of ‘surplus* industrial plant from western Germany, and 
15 per cent, more in exchange for food and raw materials. 
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as a merger of Communist and Socialist organizations in the 
Socialist Unity party. 

The area of the social revolution was thus extended from the 
Oder to the Elbe. This was not the first time in German history 
that the Elbe marked the boundary between different social 
and political systems. But in the past the ramparts of German 
conservatism had lain east of the Elbe, while impulses for reform 
and revolution used to come mostly from the west. The social 
influence of the French revolution and of Napoleon’s reforms 
had not spread across that river. As if to compensate for this, 
another revolution now came from the east and swept the 
country up to the Elbe. But now the river separated not merely 
two Germanys. It became the frontier between ‘two worlds’. 
The longer the representatives of those two worlds were bent 
on confronting one another with their armed forces on either 
side of it, the more was that frontier likely to turn into a 
potential front line. 

A significant episode of the Potsdam conference foreshadowed 
new strains and stresses within the victorious coalition. On 
24 July, after a session of the ‘Big Three’, President Truman 
told Stalin, in an almost casual manner, about the discovery 
of the atomic weapon. ‘Stalin’s only reply , according to 
James F. Byrnes’s report, ‘was to say that he was glad to hear 
of the bomb and he hoped we would use it. * He showed no 
further interest in the matter and asked for no information, 
which led the American Secretary of State to conclude that he 
either had not grasped the importance of the discovery or that 
he had thought it improper to ask questions about a matter 
kept in so great secrecy. Maybe the Russian intelligence 
services had known more about it than Truman and Byrnes 
supposed, and that Stalin’s show of indifference was due to the 
fact that he had not been greatly surprised. That he should not 
have grasped the importance of the discovery seenis improb- 
able in view of his own sustained and detailed interest in 
technical weapons and of the interest that Soviet scientists, like 
their colleagues in other countries, had long since shown in the 
splitting of the atom. Even if he had not grasped the signifi- 
cance of the event at once, he must have been aware, towards 
the end of the conference, of the extent to which the new 
> James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly, p. 263. 
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weapon, abruptly tilting the scales of military power in favour 
of the United States, was likely to intensify and dramatize the 
conflict between the allies. 

At Yalta Churchill had dropped the remark that perhaps 
tiot they, the allied war-time leaders, but their successors might 
confront one another in enmity. At Potsdam this was already 
coming true, at least in part. In the first half of the conference 
only two of the war-time triumvirate, Stalin and Churchill, 
participated. In the second Churchill and Eden were replaced 
by Attlee and Bevin as a consequence of the return of a Labour 
Government at the British General Election. This is not to say 
that the further course of the drama would have been very differ- 
ent if the cast had remained unchanged. It was Churchill, after 
all, who was soon to become Stalin’s most outspoken antagon- 
ist ; and if Roosevelt had been alive, he might not have been at 
all that patron saint of Russo-American friendship that some 
people saw in him. Nevertheless, the change of cast was prob- 
ably not without immediate adverse effect upon the Potsdam 
performance. And although the causes of the appearance of 
new actors lay outside the sphere of inter-allied policy, there 
was a symbolic significance in the fact that in the residence of 
Frederick the Great, amid the ruins of Hitler’s capital, Stalin 
alone of tlie war-time leaders remained to make the peace. The 
Grand Alliance was dissolving. 
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Dialectics of Victory 

Grandeur and misery of the Russian victory.— Nationalism and Revolution in 
Stalin’s policy. — From ‘Socialism in one country’ to ‘Socialism in one zone’. — 
Stalin as the promoter of revolution from above . — The ‘iron curtain’, its story and 
significance. — The impact of the west upon Russia.— Stalin and Zhukov.— The 
Leninist revivalism. — The dilemma: ‘One World or Two?’ in the atomic age. — 
A general appreciation of Stalin’s role. 


On 24 June 1945 Stalin stood at the top of the Lenin Mausoleum 
and reviewed a great victory parade of the Red Army which 
marked the fourth anniversary of Hitler’s attack. By Stalin’s 
side stood Marshal Zhukov, his deputy, the victor of Moscow, 
Stalingrad, and Berlin. The troops that marched past him were 
led by Marshal Rokossovsky. As they marched, rode, and 
galloped across the Red Square, regiments of infantry, cavalry, 
and tanks swept the mud of its pavement — it was a day of 
torrential rain — with innumerable banners and standards of 
Hitler’s army. At the Mausoleum they threw the banners at 
Stalin’s feet. The allegorical scene was strangely imaginative, 
yet almost familiar: for so had Kutuzov’s soldiers once thrown 
French standards and banners at Alexander’s feet. The next 
day Stalin received the tribute of Moscow for the defence of 
the city in 1941. The day after he was acclaimed as ‘Hero of 
the Soviet Union’ and given the title of Generalissimo. 

These were days of undreamt-of triumph and glory. Yet 
rarely had triumph and frustration been as close neighbours as 
they were in Russia in 1945 ; and never perhaps had any victory 
been so chequered with grandeur and misery as was this one. 

Stalin now stood in the full blaze of popular recognition 
and gratitude. Those feelings were spontaneous, genuine, not 
engineered by official propagandists. Overworked slogans about 
the ‘achievements of the Stalinist era’ now conveyed fresh mean- 
ing not only to young people, but to sceptics and malcontents 
of the older generation. The nation was willing to forgive 
Stalin even his misdeeds and to retain in its memory only his 
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better efforts. Since nothing succeeds like success, even his 
errors and miscalculations, including those of 1939-41, now 
looked to many like acts of prudent statesmanship. Even the 
cruelties of the thirties appeared in a new light, as salutary 
operations to which the peoples of the Soviet Union owed their 
survival. 

This new appreciation of Stalin’s role did not spring only 
from afterthoughts born in the flush of victory. The truth was 
that the war could not have been won without the intensive 
industrialization of Russia, and of her eastern provinces in par- 
ticular. Nor could it have been won without the collectivization 
of large numbers of farms. The muzhik of 1930, who had never 
handled a tractor or any other machine, would have been of 
little use in modern war. Collectivized farming, with its 
machine-tractor stations scattered all over the country, had 
been the peasants’ preparatory school for mechanized warfare.* 
The rapid raising of the average standard of education had also 
enabled the Red Army to draw on a considerable reserve of 
intelligent officers and men. ‘We are fifty or a hundred years 
behind the advanced countries. We must make good this lag 
in ten years. Either we do it, or they crush us’ — so Stalin had 
spoken exactly ten years before Hitler set out to conquer Russia. 
His words, when they were recalled now, could not but impress 
people as a prophecy brilliantly fulfilled, as a most timely call 
to action. And, indeed, a few year’s delay in the modernization 
of Russia might have made all the difference between victory 
and defeat. 

Against this must be set the price Russia had paid for victory : 
the seven million dead, officially counted — the losses may in 
fact have been much larger ; the uncounted millions of cripples ; 
the devastation of most cities and towns, and of much of the 
country-side in European Russia; the destruction of industry, 
exemplified by the total flooding of the coal-mines of the 
Donets; the complete homelessness of twenty-five million 
people, living in caves, trenches, and mud huts, not to speak 
of the latent homelessness of many more millions of evacuees 


1 


* Incidentally, collectivization had made it easier for the Government to build 
up stocks of food and raw materials, by which the townspeople were saved from 
famine, and industry from paralysis, when the country was cut off from its grana- 
ries and transport was disrupted. 
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in the Urals and beyond. Last but not least, the cost of victory 
included the utter weariness of a people that had, in the inter- 
ests of industrialization and rearmament, for many years been 
denied the most essential necessities of life. 

The nation was crippled and hungry. It probably expected 
miracles from its victory and miracles from its government. 
It wanted to see its cities rebuilt and its industry and agricul- 
ture rehabilitated as rapidly as possible. It craved for more 
food, more clothing, more schools, more leisure. But these 
could not be obtained quickly from Russia’s own depleted and 
disorganized resources. Misery flushed with victory was doubly 
impatient; and Stalin could not risk disappointing it. To speed 
up reconstruction and to raise the standard of living he had to 
draw on the economic resources of other nations. 

In theory he could do that in three different ways. He might 
have asked the western allies, especially the United States, for 
assistance. In the heyday of the alliance there had been much 
talk of American loans to Russia and of Russo- American trade. 
But amid the tensions and conflicts that developed later, the 
vistas of economic co-operation faded. Stalin must, anyhow, 
have been reluctant to bring his country to that position of 
relative dependence in which any debtor inevitably finds him- 
self vis-d-vis his creditor. His choice was practically limited to 
two methods, one essentially nationalist, the other revolution- 
ary. The nationalist method consisted in the imposition of 
tribute on the vanquished nations, the dismantlement and 
transfer to Russia of their industries, the levying of reparations 
from their current output, and the direct use of their labour. 
The revolutionary method, promising to bear fruit more slowly 
but more permanently, consisted in the broadening of the base 
on which planned economy was to operate, in an economic 
link-up between Russia and the countries within her orbit. 
The gradual integration into the system of planned economy 
of several small and medium-sized countries, most of which 
had been industrially more developed than Russia before the 
thirties, promised to quicken the tempo of Russia’s as well as 
of their own reconstruction. The first condition of that integra- 
tion was that communism should be in power in the countries 
concerned. In treading this path Stalin tacitly admitted that 
the productive forces of the Soviet Union revolted, to use 
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Trotsky’s favourite expression, against its national boundaries. 
Russia’s economic organism was in such a state that its recovery 
and further growth could not be secured merely by its internal 
strength, unless that recovery was to be slow, painful, and 
accompanied by so much misery that the victor nation was not 
likely to put up with it. 

We have seen that the two policies, the nationalist and the 
revolutionary, clashed on crucial points. Stalin did not, never- 
theless, make a clear-cut choice between the two; he pursued 
both lines simultaneously; but whereas the nationalist one pre- 
dominated during the war, the revolutionary one was lo gain 
momentum after the war. 

This development constitutes by far the most striking para- 
dox in Stalin’s political evolution, so rich in paradox. For more 
than two decades he had preached the gospel of socialism in 
one country and violently asserted the self-sufficiency of Russian 
socialism. In practice, if not in precept, he had made Russia 
turn her back upon world revolution — or was it Russia that 
had made him turn his back upon it? Now, in his supreme 
triumph, he disavowed, again in practice if not in precept, his 
own gospel; he discarded his own canon of Russia’s self- 
sufficiency and revived her interest in international revolution. 
Bolshevism appeared to have run full circle and returned to 
its starting-point. Such, indeed, was the strange dialectics of 
Stalin’s victory that it seemed to turn that victory into Trotsky’s 
posthumous triumph. It was as if Stalin himself had crowned 
all his toils and labours, all his controversies and purges, by an 
unexpected vindication of his dead opponent. 

Yet such a view would represent a half truth only. Doubt- 
less, the Stalin of 1945-6 was no longer quite the same Stalin 
whom we had known in 1925 and 1935. The tide of events 
carried him away from a position which he had claimed to be, 
and which had in fact been, peculiarly his. But it did not carry 
him back to his starting-point, to the conception of world 
revolution he had once shared with Lenin and Trotsky. He 
now replaced his socialism in one country by something that 
might be termed ‘socialism in one zone’. In Lenin’s and Trot- 
sky’s conception, the Socialist revolution was essentially a con- 
tinuous, global process, admitting no durable truce between 
the hostile forces of capitalism and socialism. In that conception 
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there was no room for any deliberate division of spheres 
of influence between the two systerhs. The idea of a con- 
jf dominium of the great powers based on that division would 
have appeared, from the pristine Bolshevik viewpoint, to be 
a negation of every Socialist principle. In the Stalinist con- 
ception, in so far as this can be inferred from Stalin’s policies, 
the process of world revolution is still a global one, for the 
antagonism between capitalism and socialism is, like the earlier 
one between capitalism and feudalism, inherent in all modem 
civilization. But their struggle is continuous only in the broad- 
est historical and philosophical sense. It is likely to extend 
over the lifetime of many generations. In the reality of practical 
politics, the discontinuity of the revolutionary process matters 
as much as, if not more than, its continuity. War-like collision 
between the opposed systems is, or may be, followed by a 
durable truce, lasting perhaps a few decades, in the course of 
which the antagonism of the two systems assumes the character 
of peaceful rivalry. The nature of the process not only allows 
but positively presupposes compacts and transactions between 
the Socialist and the capitalist states. It even allows the Social- 
ist state to adhere to such international pragmatic sanctions as 
the division of zones of influence, by which the Socialist state 
strengthens the position of capitalism in one part of the world, 
provided that, as quid pro quo, it is allowed to strengthen its own 
position and expand in another. 

Connected with this is another difference of approach, which 
the events of the forties have thrown into the boldest relief. In 
the old Bolshevik view the real terra jirma for socialism was ‘the 
highly industrialized west’. Russia had begun the revolution; 
the west was to continue it, to bring it to fruition, and to react 
back in the Socialist spirit upon ‘backward Russia’. This scheme 
of things was now, in the Stalinist view, ridiculously obsolete, 
in part because the west was still incapable of making its revolu- 
tion, and in part because the importance of the west for socialism 
had, in consequence of Russia’s progress, so much diminished 
that western Europe could safely be ceded to capitalism in the 
great share-out of the zones. Lenin and Trotsky had their eyes 
fixed on the German, French, and British working classes as the 
main agents of the revolution of the twentieth century; Stalin s 
eyes were fixed primarily on revolutions in Warsaw, Bucharest, 
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Belgrade, and Prague. To him socialism in one zone, in the 
Russian zone, became the supreme objective of political strategy 
for a whole historical epoch. 

The most important difference, however, lies in the method 
of the revolution. Broadly speaking, the old Bolshevism staked 
its hopes on the revolutionary momentum of the international 
Labour movement. It believed that the Socialist order would 
result from the original experience and struggle of the working 
classes abroad, that it would be the most authentic act of their 
social and political self-determination. The old Bolshevism, 
in other words, believed in revolution from below, such as the 
upheaval of 1917 had been. The revolution which Stalin now 
carried into eastern and central Europe was primarily a revolu- 
tion from above. It was decreed, inspired, and managed by the 
great power predominant in that area. Although the local 
Communist parties were its immediate agents and executors, 
the great party of the revolution, which remained in the back- 
ground, was the Red Army. This is not to say that the working 
classes on the spot did not participate in the upheaval. With- 
out their participation the venture would have been only a flash 
in the pan. No revolution can be carried out from above only, 
without the willing co-operation of important elements in the 
nation affected by it. What took place within the Russian orbit 
was, therefore, semi-conquest and semi-revolution. This makes 
the evaluation of this phenomenon so very difficult. Had it been 
nothing but conquest it would have been easy to denounce it 
as plain Russian imperialism. Had it been nothing but revolu- 
tion, those at least who recognize the right of a nation to make 
its revolution — a right of which every great nation has made 
use — would have had no scruples in acclaiming it. But it is 
the blending of conquest and revolution that makes the essence 
of ‘socialism in one zone’. 

As an inspirer of revolution from above, Stalin does not stand 
alone in modern European history. He takes his place by the 
side of Napoleon and Bismarck, from whom in other respects 
he differs so much. This role of his results from one peculiar 
parallelism betw^een the bourgeois and the Socialist revolution 
in Europe, a parallelism that has come to light only since the 
Second World War. Europe, in the nineteenth century, saw 
how the feudal order, outside France, crumbled and was re- 
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placed .by the bourgeois one. But east of the Rhine feudalism 
was not overthrown by a series of upheavals on the pattern of 
the French revolution, by explosions of popular despair and 
anger, by revolutions from below, for the spread of which some 
of the Jacobins had hoped in 1794. Instead, European feudal- 
ism was either destroyed or undermined by a series of revolu- 
tions from above. Napoleon, the tamer of Jacobinism at home, 
carried the revolution into foreign lands, to Italy, to the Rhine- 
land, and to Poland, where he abolished serfdom, completely 
or in part, and where his Code destroyed many of the feudal 
privileges. Malgre lui-mSme^ he executed parts of the political 
testament of Jacobinism. More paradoxically, the Conserva- 
tive Junker, Bismarck, performed a similar function when he 
freed Germany from many survivals of feudalism which encum- 
bered her bourgeois development. The second generation after 
the French revolution witnessed an even stranger spectacle, 
when the Russian Tsar himself abolished serfdom in Russia and 
Poland, a deed of which not so long before only Jacobins’ had 
dreamt. The feudal order had been too moribund to survive; 
but outside France the popular forces arrayed against it were 
too weak to overthrow it ‘from below’; and so it was swept 
away ‘from above’. It is mainly in Napoleon’s impact upon 
the lands neighbouring France that the analogy is found for the 
impact of Stalinism upon eastern and central Europe, The 
chief elements of both historic situations are similar : the social 
order of eastern Europe was as little capable of survival as was 
the feudal order in the Rhineland in Napoleon’s days; the 
revolutionary forces arrayed against the anachronism were too 
weak to remove it; then conquest and revolution merged in a 
movement, at once progressive and retrograde, which at last 
transformed the structure of society. 


Another ‘dialectical contradiction’ in victorious Stalinism 
relates to the ‘iron curtain’, that is the extremely rigid isolation 
from the outside world in which Stalin brought up a whole 
Soviet generation. That isolation has in fact been essential to 
the political and cultural climate of Stalinist Russia, and Stalin 
may be described as the chief architect of the ‘iron curtain . 
Yet the reasons for the isolation and the elements that went into 
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its making were diverse and manifold; and it was their com- 
bination that made the ‘iron curtain’ so solid, so thick, so 
impenetrable. 

The first of those elements was the self-defensive attitude of 
^Bolshevism after the frustration of its hopes for world revolution. 
Bolshevik Russia shut herself off from a hostile world. In this 
respect she was not very different from Cromwellian England 
or Jacobin France. Puritan England lived in suspicion and 
fear of ‘French intrigue’ and Trench gold’ working against her. 
The spectres of ‘English intrigue’ and ‘English gold’ haunted 
Jacobin France. In each case the revolutionary nation had 
real reasons for suspicion — the hostile ‘intrigue’ and ‘gold’ had 
not been just figments of its imagination. All the same, in each 
case the suspicion of and the reaction against the outside world 
assumed that extraordinary intensity which is characteristic of 
popular feeling in any revolutionary epoch. 

This frame of mind in Bolshevik Russia was tremendously 
enhanced by native Russian tradition. As in so many other 
respects, so in this the national custom and habit reasserted 
themselves the more easily and the more potently, because they 
harmonized with the real and the apparent needs of the revolu- 
tion. Russia’s age-old seclusion from the west had been dictated 
by military considerations — the Russian plain had no natural 
barriers to stop invaders — by the hostility of Greek Orthodoxy 
to Roman Catholicism and, in later times, by the anxiety of 
autocratic Tsardom to defend itself against the infiltration of 
Liberal and Socialist ideas from the west. It is true that in the 
nineteenth century the Russian intelligentsia partly succeeded in 
breaching the wall ; but even this success, achieved not without 
a bitter struggle, underlined the basicfact of isolation. Breached, 
the wall was still there. Russia’s Bolshevik rulers tried at first 
to pull it down; then they found it useful not merely to let it 
stand, but even to close its breaches. 

Seen from another angle, the ‘iron curtain’ has been a variety 
of economic protectionism. No great modern nation, with the 
peculiar exception of the British, has developed its industry 
without defending itself by high tariff walls and a variety of 
other prohibitive measures against the competition of older 
industrial nations. Shielded by protectionism, the United 
States and Germany grew to their industrial maturity. Socialism 
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in one country could not but resort to the same method. Other 
nations had in their industrial development been favoured by 
the assistance of foreign capital or, in the case of the United 
States, by the geographic ‘protectionism’ of two oceans. 
Bolshevik Russia had no comparable advantages. Foreign, 
capital did not help her to develop her wealth. She had hardly 
started her industrialization in real earnest before she was con- 
fronted with the threat of new, total war and was compelled 
to divert much of her wealth to armament. This made her 
industrial revolution infinitely more painful than it might 
otherwise have been ; and this invested her protectionism with 
extraordinary severity and harshness. 

That severity, that harshness, was felt in the first instance by 
the ordinary working man. The Government and the planning 
authorities had to allocate the national resources to the develop- 
ment of industry and transport, the mechanization of agri- 
culture, armaments, and private consumption. The larger the 
resources allocated to industry and armament, the less, rela- 
tively or even absolutely, was left over for private consumption. 
This was the plain economic logic of the situation, a logic which 
all belligerent nations were to learn or re-learn, in different 
degrees, in the years of the Second World War, but with which 
Russia had been uncomfortably familiar many years before. 
The standard of living of the mass of the people, traditionally 
very low, was sacrificed to higher purposes of national policy. 
In spite of all that, it began appreciably to rise in the late 
thirties. But the rise was ephemeral. War once again depressed 
the standard of living to a terribly low level. 

The mass of the Russian people saw how rapidly the nation 
grew wealthier and wealthier, while the overwhelming majority 
of its members remained individually poor or even grew poorer 
and poorer. True enough, the economists knew that this had 
been roughly the position of almost every nation engaged in 
an industrial revolution. The essence of protectionism in the 
nineteenth century was that it withheld cheap foreign goods 
from the mass of consumers in order to shield and stimulate the 
growth of the nation’s industrial strength. But in no other 
country had the contrast between the accumulation of national 
wealth and individual poverty been as sharp as in Russia under 
Stalin; and, what is perhaps more important, in no other 

T 
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country had that contrast been identified with socialism and a 
classless society. Stalin asked the working classes not only to 
make the effort they were making and bear the sacrifices they 
were bearing, but also to believe that they had an easier and 
fetter life than the peoples of the capitalist countries. This was 
not and could not have been true; and this was not the fault of 
socialism. Nor was it, by and large, the fault of Stalin or of his 
Government, although some of their mistakes aggravated the 
situation. But it was StaHn’s fault, if this be the right word, that 
he presented to the Russian people their miserable standard of 
living as the height of Socialist achievement. 

This misrepresentation was the source of an astounding sys- 
tem of hypocritical deception. Its first consequence was that the 
mass of the people was not to be allowed to make real com- 
parisons between the Russian and the foreign standards of 
living. The second was that over many years the propagandists 
not only gilded the conditions of life at home, but persistently 
set up an absurdly exaggerated picture of the misery of the 
working classes abroad. The third was that as few Soviet 
citizens as possible were allowed to study social life in foreign 
countries either through personal observation or through read- 
ing foreign books and newspapers. To maintain the ‘iron 
curtain’ became Stalin’s major economic and political interest. 

Russia’s isolation from the world became hermetic, and 
turned into a morose psychosis during the great purges. The 
picture of a sinister, all-pervading foreign conspiracy, which 
Vyshinsky, the general prosecutor, drew, and which the 
defendants through their confessions made even blacker, the 
fact that the conspiracy was alleged to have had its agents in 
almost every cell of the body politic, the terrible punishment 
inflicted upon the ‘conspirators’ — all that spread a neurotic 
horror of all things foreign. Every contact, be it ever so casual, 
with foreigners and foreign affairs was deemed contaminating. 
Old people suspected, of course, that it was all a frame up; and, 
from fear, they accepted the isolation. But the young took things 
at their face value. Their horror of foreign vice coupled with 
domestic heresy was genuine. It was part of their normal state 
of mind, part of their character. They had almost from the 
cradle been moulded by the monolithic state; they had been 
indoctrinated not with Marxism indeed, but with one crude 
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Byzantinesque version of it. They had not been allowed to 
acquire the habit of questioning accepted truth; they had* not 
been afforded the experience of any real clash of conflicting 
views and principles, the experience of independent formation 
of opinion. The purges finally insulated the mind of the young 
generation from any disturbing outside influence. 

Made up of so many diverse elements, the ‘iron curtain’ per- 
formed in effect a dual function, ‘progressive’ and ‘reactionary’. 
Behind that curtain the revolution found a degree of safety and 
the Government could go ahead with the job of industrialization 
and modernization. (The strictly military value of the ‘iron 
curtain’ was up to a point demonstrated in the war, when 
Hitler’s generals, on invading Russia, found that what they had 
known about their enemy was next to nothing.*) At the same 
time, the ‘iron curtain’ shielded Stalin’s autocracy, his uncanny 
despotism, his legends and deceptions. In both its functions 
the ‘iron curtain’ had become to Stalinism the indispensable 
condition for its very existence. 

It was of that condition, of that sine qua non of its self-perpetua- 
tion, that victory now threatened to rob Stalinism. Russia 
suddenly found herself involved in a thousand ways in the life 
and the affairs of the outside world. Millions of Russian soldiers 
marched into a dozen foreign lands. They were, in more than 
one sense, Vital en voyage^ as Napoleon had called an army march- 
ing into a foreign country. Millions of former forced labourers 
returned home from a long sojourn in Germany. Multitudes 
of Russian officers sat on inter-allied commissions, in daily con- 
tact with an alien world. The ‘iron curtain’ was pierced, 
breached, almost shattered. 

The impression that the capitalist west made on the Russians 
was by no means as uniformly favourable as some people in the 
west, given to self-flattery, were inclined to think. The Russians 
saw Europe in ruin. Millions of their men and women had 
lived for years behind the barbed wire of German concentration 
camps or in the shadow of gas-chambers. They saw the hideous 
diseased rump of European civilization, not its old noble face. 
To many of them the picture of the outside world must have 
looked even blacker than the propagandists at home had 
painted it. Even those who had been spared such gloomy 
‘ B. H. Liddell Hart, Thi Othr Side of the Hill, pp. * 87 * and 196. 
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experiences were by no means converted to the capitalist way 
of life. To most of them any society in which the means of 
production were not publicly owned was social injustice itself, 
a baffling or ridiculous anachronism. Nevertheless, in this con- 
t^ct with the outside world, habits of thought, formed in the 
years of isolation, began to weaken, if not to crumble. Russians 
noticed that, even amid the ravages of war, foreigners had a higher 
standard of living than they themselves. They were dazzled by 
the amenities of life which even the vanquished still enjoyed.* 
They observed, not without envy, that Poles, Hungarians, Czechs, 
and Yugoslavs were less constrained than they themselves, that 
they were suffering from fewer inhibitions in speaking their minds ; 
in a word, that they were enjoying a measure of freedom. 

The contact with foreign countries generated moral ferment. 
The scope of that ferment can be gauged from the fact that it 
affected millions of people who, on their return home, could not 
be prevented from conveying something of their experience to 
their relatives and friends. No sensational political develop- 
ments could immediately result from this. Nor could the 
ferment crystallize into any definite political ideas — no inde- 
pendent groups or organizations capable of formulating such 
ideas, had been left in being. The nation could not quickly 
re-learn those habits of forming its own opinion, from which it 
had been so forcibly dissuaded. What had begun in its mind, 
so it seems, was an imperceptible process of transvaluation of 
values, the duration and ultimate outcome of which nobody 
could prophesy. The recent experience gave new urgency to 
the nation’s desire for a betterment in the material conditions 
of its life, a desire which Stalin’s Government probably met 
half-way by levying reparations from the vanquished and by an 
energetic rehabilitation of the domestic economy. Beyond the 
sphere of material interest a new vague yearning for freedom 
and a novel curiosity about the outside world made itself felt; 
a yearning and a curiosity which the Government was ill 

* In the twenties Trotsky argued that the 'pressure of cheap goods’ produced 
by the capitalist countries would defeat socialism in one country. Stalin’s economic 
protectionism kept that pressure at bay. The 'flood of cheap foreign goods’ was 
not allowed to break into Russia. But, advancing into £urop>e, Russia had come 
to feel the moral pressure, as it were, of the 'cheap goods’, that is of the higher 
standard of living that had been produced by capitalism. L. Trotsky, The Real 
Situation in Russia, p. 83. 
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equipped to satisfy.’ Victory could not but impart to the nation, 
at least to its intelligent, forward-looking elements, the feeling 
that it had stood its supreme test, that it had attained maturity 
and outgrown the tutelage to which it had owed and from which 
it had suffered so much. While it is true that in the mood of 
victory the nation was willing to forgive Stalin his past misdeeds, 
it is probably even truer that it was not willing to see a repetition 
of those misdeeds. 

We have said that no groups or organizations existed to trans- 
late the new ferment into political ideas. This statement needs 
to be qualified. Towards the end of the war the officers’ corps 
represented the germ of such an organization. In a previous 
chapter we have analysed the circumstances which had half 
exempted it from the totalitarian pressure and allowed it to 
acquire a distinct identity of its own. Towards the end of the 
war the officers’ corps was morally on top of the nation. It had 
a leader to look up to in Marshal Zhukov, the defender of 
Moscow and the conqueror of Berlin, whose popularity was 
second only to Stalin’s. It may have been by one shade more 
genuine, because it had owed less to official publicity. This is 
not to say that Stalin’s personal position was in any danger or 
that Zhukov could have assumed the role of his rival. Much 
time was probably needed before any political opposition could 
evolve; and it was highly doubtful whether it could do so while 
Stalin was alive. But although his own position was not im- 
perilled, Stalin was only too anxious, just as he had been in the 
thirties, to suppress once more, though in much milder fashion, 
the potentiality of an alternative government, or rather of a 
successor to his government whom he himself had not desig- 
nated. He may have recalled the sequel to the ferment which 
arose in the army of Alexander I from its contact with Europe. 
Barely a few years after the victory over Napoleon the Tsar’s 
officers’ corps was riddled with secret societies, formed by men 
whom the observations of life abroad had induced to fight for 
reform at home. After Alexander’s death those secret societies 
prepared and staged the Decembrist rising of 1825, the fore- 
runner of a long series of revolutionary convulsions. 

* This probably accounts for the abolition of capital punishment, the quasi- 
liberal modification of the criminal code, the emphasis on habeas corpus and on 
the rule of law, and a number of other p<»t-war reforms. 
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Stalin’s main endeavour was therefore to lift the party back 
to its old exalted status, which it was to share with no other 
body. The celebrated marshals and generals suffered eclipse. 
A few months after the cease fire their names and deeds were 
hardly ever mentioned by the propagandists. It might be said 
that this was normal and sound and that it would have hap- 
pened in any nation which was not under the thumb of a 
military dictator. Yet there was more to it than that. The 
eclipse of the officers’ corps had its political significance. It was 
staged with deliberation and consistency. This became clear 
when in 1946 Marshal Zhukov completely disappeared from 
the public eye. From then on his role in the defence of Stalin- 
grad and even Moscow was gradually blurred in the official 
accounts of the war, until, on the third anniversary of the battle 
of Berlin, Pravda managed to commemorate the event without 
mentioning Zhukov even once.* His name was being deleted 
from the annals of the war, as so many names had been deleted 
from the annals of the revolution. 

Stalin’s effort to restore the moral supremacy of the party 
was coupled with his endeavour to re-establish the party out- 
look as against the nationalist mood of the preceding years. In 
the tug-of-war between Revolution and Tradition, the former 
was strikingly reasserting itself, though it did not completely 
suppress or eliminate the latter. Peace, like the war before it, 
entailed many ideological adjustments in every sphere of public 
life, in politics, in economics, in the writing of philosophy and 
history, in fiction, and in the arts. From everywhere, the house- 
hold deities of Mother Russia, only recently re-installed with 
so much unction, were quietly removed to the lumber rooms, 
if not cast out altogether. It was no longer good patriotic style 
to evoke the names of Kutuzov, Suvorov, Minin, and Poz- 
harsky. It was no longer fashionable to glorify the great Tsars, 
Ivan the Terrible and Peter the Great, whom historians and 
writers had just treated with more reverence than discretion 
as Stalin’s spiritual forebears. Even Slavophil propaganda was 
damped down. It was, generally speaking, no longer regarded 
as desirable that the mind of the people should be turned too 

^ Pravda, 9. 5. 1948 claimed that the author of the plan for the storming of 
Berlin was Stalin himself. The writers of the anniversary articles mentioned many 
of the generals who took part in the battle, but not Zhukov. 
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much towards its past.* The new task was to revive ‘Bolshevik 
consciousness’. The young were now to be taught to value the 
things in which modern Russia differed from the old, rather than 
those in which she resembled her. They were to be made aware 
how much the Soviet Union owed to socialism, to class struggle, 
and to Marxism-Leninism as interpreted by Stalin. Something 
like a Leninist revivalism was now sponsored and encouraged. 

In part, the new turn was probably a genuine reaction from 
the surfeit of wartime nationalism. In part, it may have been 
dictated by Stalin’s personal considerations. In 1941-3 he 
could still be flattered by comparisons between himself and 
Peter the Great and take pride in analogies drawn between the 
two Fatherland wars of 1812 and 1941. Mounted on ancestral 
shoulders he gained in stature. As victor he had no need for 
all that. The Peters, the Kutuzovs, the Alexanders looked like 
pygmies in comparison with him. It was a different thing for 
him to present himself once again as Lenin’s successor, for 
Lenin’s stature had, after all, remained what it had been. But 
apart from such considerations, about which one can only 
speculate, Stalin had a broader motive in fostering the Leninist 
revivalism. Through it he hoped to counter the new impact of 
the capitalist west upon Russia. Nationalist propaganda had 
been good enough to arouse the people to its bitter struggle for 
survival. But it was not good enough when the people had to 
be braced against the ‘corrupting’ influence of the outside world 
and given new hope. Only in the light of the Bolshevik doc- 
trine, which preached that capitalism was bound to disintegrate 
and socialism to triumph, could the people be made to see that 
the things by which the west had impressed them were so many 
pleasant appearances, concealing incurable decay. Stalin tried 
to stir the old half-extinct ideological zeal and fervour of com- 
munism in order to hold his ground against the west, not only 
outside but even inside Russia. By appealing to that zeal and 

* In the beg^ning of 1945 the Central Committee of the party decided to 
close down the Istoricheskii Journal, the journal of the Russian historians, and to 
replace it by another one called Voprosy Istoni. ‘In our historical research in the last 
few years there were also distortions . . . tending towards great power chauvinism, 
there was a tendency to rehabilitate, in summary fashion, the colonial, annexadonist 
policy of Tsardom, to bring back bourgeois conceptions into Ae presentation of 
the growth of the Russian state, to deny the revolutionary significance of the pea- 
sant movements, to idealize the men of the autocratic order and to give up the 
class analysis of historical phenomena’ {Vopro^ Istoru, no. i, I 945 )* 
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fervour he hoped, in particular, to restore the morale of the 
intelligentsia and to re-reconcile it to the rigours of his rule. By 
one of history’s many ironies Leninism was now called upon 
to stop the breaches in Stalin’s ‘iron curtain’. 

There was a Sisyphean touch about these labours, which was 
due to an obvious contradiction between Stalin’s foreign and 
domestic policies. His foreign policy was to keep Russia in 
Europe. His domestic policy was to keep her mind out of 
Europe. His purpose was to re-isolate Russia not only from that 
part of the Continent that was under American and British 
influence, but even from that portion of it that had come under 
Russian influence, for the way of life and the spiritual climate 
of the ‘people’s democracies’ was very different from the 
Russian. In part this was due to the dissimilarity of the national 
traditions of Russians, Poles, Czechs, Hungarians, Serbs. Even 
in Russia the formative processes of Stalinism had lasted many 
years and had necessitated many economic upheavals, political 
shocks, and slow changes. The end product of that long painful 
evolution could not be exported ready made to the countries 
in the Russian orbit. Meanwhile, their economic systems, with 
private ownership still predominating in farming, with diverse 
methods of industrial work and varying degrees of efficiency, 
would be different from the Russian. The standards of living 
of the Czechs or Poles, traditionally higher than those of the 
Russians, could not be so depressed for the sake of industrializa- 
tion as they had been in Russia. All this was likely to produce 
‘deviations’ from orthodoxy. Genuine contact between Russia 
and the ‘people’s democracies’ — ^free travel and free exchange 
of ideas — could easily have become another source of ferment 
inside Russia. Stalin had therefore to keep in being two ‘iron 
curtains’, one separating Russia from her own zone of influence, 
the other separating that zone from the west. Public opinion 
in the west was more preoccupied with the latter, but it was the 
former that was the more impenetrable of the two. Yet it is 
questionable whether even this double wall can effectively serve 
a policy that aspires to keep Russia in and out of Europe at the 
same time. 


The chief drama of victorious Stalinism lies, however, in a 
wider and much more dangerous dilemma. Stalin has staked 
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everything on revolutionizing the whole of the Russian zone of 
influence. He apparently believed, that, having achieved this, 

' he would be able to secure the great truce, the ‘peaceful co- 
existence’, to use his own term, between the capitalist west and 
the communist east. These two objectives, revolution within 
the Russian orbit and the peaceful coexistence of the two sys- 
tems, have tended to militate against each other. The truce 
between capitalism and communism, which lasted through the 
twenties and thirties, was based on a precarious balance of 
power, which can hardly be restored. Among its essential 
elements were Russian weakness and American isolationism. 
Both belong to the past. Any new balance would require that 
the United States should reconcile itself to Russian ascendancy 
in the east and Russia to American ascendancy in the west. 
It would require that the powers should perpetuate the division 
of the world into zones of influence. Even if they could bring 
themselves to do that, the new balance would still be highly 
unstable, because of the extreme polarization of power in the 
world and the friction on the borderlines of the two systems. 
More important still, the outcome of the Second World War 
has posed the question whether the world, on the threshold of 
the atomic age, has not become too small for the two antago- 
nistic systems. This is not an entirely new question. The ad- 
vance of industrial technique has long since tended to render 
nation-states and empires obsolete. But the sudden expa,nsion of 
both the American influence and the Soviet system, coinciding 
with the new revolution in industrial technique, has re-posed 
the question with baffling insistence and unendurable acuteness. 
Before that question victorious Stalinism, like the rest of the 
world, seems to stand defeated. 


Here we suspend the story of Stalin’s life and work. We are 
under no illusion that we can draw from it final conclusions or 
form, on its basis, a confident judgement of the man, o is 
achievements and failures. After so many climaxes an 
climaxes, his drama seems only now to be rising to its pinnae e, 
and we do not know into what new perspective its last act may 
yet throw the preceding ones. 

What appears to be established is that Stalin belongs to the 
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breed of the great revolutionary despots, to which Cromwell, 
Robespierre, and Napoleon belonged. It is only right to place 
equal emphasis on each part of this description. He is great, 
if his stature is measured by the scope of his endeavours, the 
sweep of his actions, the vastness of the stage he has dominated, 
lie is revolutionary, not in the sense that he has remained true 
to all the original ideas of the revolution, but because he has 
put into practice a fundamentally new principle of social 
organization, which, no matter what happens to him personally 
or even to the regime associated with his name, is certain to 
survive, to fertilize human experience, and to turn it in new 
directions. It has, indeed, been one of Stalin’s triumphs to see 
how many other governments have tried to steal his thunder, 
claiming that they, too, have adopted the methods of planned 
economy. Finally, his inhuman despotism has not only vitiated 
much of his achievement — it may yet provoke a violent reaction 
against it, in which people may be prone to forget, for a time, 
what it is they react against: the tyranny of Stalinism or its 
progressive social performance. 

The complexity of Stalin’s character and of his role becomes 
most apparent when a comparison is attempted between him 
and Hitler. Their similarities are numerous and striking. Each 
of them suppressed opposition without mercy or scruple. Each 
built up the machine of a totalitarian state and subjected his 
people to its constant, relentless pressure. Each tried to remould 
the mind of his nation to a single pattern from which any 
‘undesirable’ impulse or influence was excluded. Each estab- 
lished himself as an unchallengeable master ruling his country 
in accordance with a rigid Fuhrerprinzip} 

Here the similarities cease and the differences begin. Not in 
a single field has Hitler made the German nation advance 
beyond the point it had reached before he took power. In most 
fields he has thrown it back far behind, terribly far behind. The 

‘ There is, however, a difference between the Nazi and the Stalinist versions of 
the Fokrerprinzip, Hitler was worshipped by his followert as a demi-god, without 
any inhibition, because hero worship suited only too well a racialist mystique. The 
cult of Stalin, on the other hand, could never be made to fit in properly with the 
realism of Marxism-Leninism. Stalin has been worshipped not as the mythical 
hero but as the guardian of the doctrine, the trustee of the revolution, the symbol 
of authority. The Marxist inhibition has compelled him to cloak his personal 
authority with the collective authority of the Politbureau or of the Central 
Committee. 
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Germany he took over in 1 933 was, despite economic depression 
and social strains and stresses, a wealthy and flourishing country. 
Its industry was the most efficient on the continent. Its social 
services were the most modern that any European nation had 
had. Its universities were great centres of learning, priding 
themselves on famous men of science. The better part of the 
German youth was serious, alert, and idealistic. The German 
theatre was the object of the highest admiration and of imita- 
tion. The best German newspapers were the most intelligent 
and the best informed of the continental press. 

The Germany that Hitler left behind was impoverished and 
reduced to savagery. We are not speaking about the effects 
of Germany’s defeat, but about the state of the nation, regard- 
less of defeat. The material apparatus of production which the 
country possessed under Hitler was, apart from special arma- 
ment plants, not essentially greater than that which it had 
possessed before. Its social services were half destroyed. Its 
universities became drilling grounds for a generation of horrible 
brutes. Its famous men of science were compelled either to 
emigrate or to accept the guidance of S.S. men and to learn 
racialist gibberish. Its medical men were turned into specialists 
on the racial purity of blood and into the assassins of those whose 
blood was deemed impure. In the sanctuary of national philo- 
sophy Alfred Rosenberg sequestrated for himself the niche that 
used to be occupied by Immanuel Kant. Twelve years of ‘educa- 
tion’ by a nazified press, radio, cinema, and theatre left the col- 
lective mind of Germany stultified and ruined. These terrible 
losses were not redeemed by a single positive acquisition or by 
a single new idea, unless one chooses to regard as new the idea 
that one nation or race is entitled to dominate or exterminate the 
others. Nor was the social structure of the nation essentially 
changed by national socialism. When the Nazi fagade was 
blown away, the structure that revealed itself to the eyes of the 
world was the same as it had been before Hitler, with its big 
industrialists, its Krupps and Thyssens, its Junkers, its middle 
classes, its Grossbauers^ its farm labourers, and its industrial 
workers. Sociologically, although not politically, the Germany of 
1 945 was still the Germany of the Hohenzollerns, only thrown in- 
to terrible disorder and confusion by a tragically purposeless riot. * 

* '‘Morc terrifying than the spiritual l^acy b the economic aftermath of 
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What a contrast, after all, Stalinist Russia presents. The 
nation over which Stalin took power might, apart from small 
groups of educated people and advanced workers, rightly be 
called a nation of savages. This is not meant to cast any 
reflection on the Russian national character — Russia’s ‘back- 
ward, Asiatic’ condition has been her tragedy, not her fault. 
Stalin undertook, to quote a famous saying, to drive barbarism 
out of Russia by barbarous means. Because of the nature of the 
means he employed, much of the barbarism thrown out of 
Russian life has crept back into it. The nation has, neverthe- 
less, advanced far in most fields of its existence. Its material 
apparatus of production, which about 1930 was still inferior to 
that of any medium-sized European nation, has so greatly and 
so rapidly expanded that Russia is now the first industrial 
power in Europe and the second in the world. Within little 
more than one decade the number of her cities and towns 
doubled; and her urban population grew by thirty millions. 
The number of schools of all grades has very impressively 
multiplied. The whole nation has been sent to school. Its 
mind has been so awakened that it can hardly be put back to 
sleep again. Its avidity for knowledge, for the sciences and the 
arts, has been stimulated by Stalin’s government to the point 
where it has become insatiable and embarrassing. It should 
be remarked that, although Stalin has kept Russia isolated from 
the contemporary influences of the west, he has encouraged and 
fostered every interest in what he calls the ‘cultural heritage’ of 
the west. Perhaps in no country have the young been imbued 
with so great a respect and love for the classical literature and 
art of other nations as in Russia.* This is one of the important 
differences between the educational methods of nazism and 


Hitler. Even the most ruthless implementation of socialist and communist 
economic doctrines would not have been more devastating in its consequences 
than was Hitler’s complete ignorance in matters of economic policy. . . . Hitler’s 
four year plan had nothing in common with constructive planning in the style 
of the Russian five year plans.’ This statement comes from so uncompromising an 
opponent of communism and socialism as Hjalmar Schacht, Hitler’s one time 
*financial wizard’. Dr. Hjalmar Schacht, Abrechnung mit Hitler y p. 41. 

^ In the years of tlie Soviet regime, up to the war, the total editions of foreign 
classics were: Byron’s works half a million copies, Balzac nearly two millions, 
Dickens two millions, Goethe half a million, Heine one million, Victor Hugo 
three millions, Maupassant more than three millions, Shakespeare one million 
two hundred thousand, Zola two millions, &c. 
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Stalinism. Another is that Stalin has not, like Hitler, forbidden the 
^new generation to read and study the classics of their own litera- 
^ ture whose ideological outlook does not accord with his. While 
tyrannizing the living poets, novelists, historians, painters, and 
even composers, he has displayed, on the whole, a strange pietism* 
for the dead ones. The works of Pushkin, Gogol, Tolstoy, Chek- 
hov, Belinsky, and many others, whose satire and criticism of past 
tyranny have only too often a bearing on the present, have been 
literally pressed into the hands of youth in millions of copies. 
No Russian Lessing or Heine has been burned at an auto-da-fe. 
Nor can the fact be ignored that the ideal inherent in Stalinism, 
one to which Stalin has given a grossly distorted expression, is not 
domination of man by man, or nation by nation, or race by race, 
but their fundamental equality. Even the proletarian dictator- 
ship is presented as a mere transition to a classless society; and 
it is the community of the free and the equal, and not the 
dictatorship, that has remained the inspiration. Thus, there 
have been many positive, valuable elements in the educational 
influence of Stalinism, elements that are in the long run likely 
to turn against its worse features. 

Finally, the whole structure of Russian society has undergone 
a change so profound and so many sided that it cannot really 
be reversed. It is possible to imagine a violent reaction of the 
Russian people itself against the state of siege in which it has 
been living so long. It is even possible to imagine something 
like a political restoration. But it is certain that even such a 
restoration would touch merely the surface of Russian society 
^ and that it would demonstrate its impotence vis-d-vis the work 
done by the revolution even more thoroughly than the Stuart 
and the Bourbon restorations had done. For of Stalinist Russia 
it is even truer than of any other revolutionary nation that 
‘twenty years have done the work of twenty generations’. 

For all these reasons Stalin cannot be classed with Hitler, 
among the tyrants whose record is one of absolute worthlessness 
and futility. Hitler was the leader of a sterile counter-revolution, 
while Stalin has been both the leader and the exploiter of a 
tragic, self-contradictory but creative revolution. Like Grom- 
it well, Robespierre, and Napoleon he started as the servant of 
' ^an insurgent people and made himself its master. Like Cromwell 
he embodies the continuity of the revolution through all its 
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506; overridden by Stalin and 
Roosevelt, 5^7* proposes Gurzon 
Line as Russo- Polish frontier, 509; 
hopes to stop Communism at Curzon 
Line, 509-10; celebrates his birthday 
at 1 eheran and hands sword of 
honour to Stalin, 510; and Stalin 
divide spheres of influence, 515-16? 
and civil war in Greece, 516; heyday 
of his amity with Stalin, 516-17; and 
‘Lublin Poles’, 522; at Yalta, 524, 
527* 528; on future conflict with 
Russia, 525, 544, 548; on U.N.O., 
526; and experiments with atomic 
bomb, 527; and domestic opposition 
to his pro-Russian polity, 541 , on 
‘iron fence’ and ‘iron curtain’, 544; 
and Russian demand for trusteeship 
over Tripolitania, 544; his electoral 
defeat, 548; as Stalin’s antagonist 
after the w'ar, 548. 

Ciano, 433. 

Cilip, A., 357 n. 2. 

Civil war (in Russia), its effects on the 
Revolution, 173-6; beginning of, 
184; spread of, in 1918, 195; climax 
of, in 1919, 210; and foreign inter- 
vention, 209-10; brief summary of, 
210-12; end of, 217. 

Clemenceau, G., against Bolshevism, 
210; his tactics recalled by Trotsky, 
310; his idiom used by Stalin, 538. 

Clootz, Anarcharsis, 345. 

Collectivization, 294; discussed in 
middle twenties, 303-4; prelimi- 
naries 10,313, 318-20; the process of, 
and its effects, 322-43 passim; 
memories of, in World War II, 462; 
and Russia’s position in World War 
11, 550. 

Commune of Paris (1871), 55, 187. 

Communist International or Comin- 
tern, see International, I’hird. 

Communist Party, All-Union, see Bol- 
shevism and Congresses of Com- 
munist Party. 

Comrade K., see Stalin. 

Constituent Assembly of 19*8, 186. 

Constitution : 
of 1918: 185. 

of 1924: its principles, 244-5; its 
adoption, 24^50 ; and indepen- 
dence of constituent republics, 254. 
of 1 936 : 355 ; its authors, 359 ; Stalin’s 
speech on, 381 ; amended after in- 
corporation of western Ukraine 
and Baltic lands, 475-b; 1944 re- 
form of, 526. 

Council of People’s Commissars, the 
first, 177; the second, 179; after 
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departure of Social Revolutionaries, 
200; presided over by Rykov after 
Lenin’s death, 299; presided over by 
Molotov, 333; under Stalin's Pre- 
miership, 454; evacuated to Kuiby- 
shev in 1941, 467. 

Council of Workers’ and Soldiers’ 
Deputies, see Soviet. 

Cripps, Sir Stafford, his first visit in 
Kremlin, 448-9; warns Russians 
about German attack, 453; blamed 
by Stalin, 455-6; sees Stalin in 
autumn 1941, 465. 

Cromwell, Oliver, 327, 340; Stalin 
compared with, 341, 566, 569-70. 

Curzon, Lord, protests against Stalin’s 
message to Moslems, 390; assumed 
author of Curzon Line, 509. 

Curzon Line, 509-10. 

Czechoslovak Legion, occupies Siberia 
in 1918, 195; suffers defeat, 205. 

Czechoslovakia, and Russia in the 
Versailles period, 389; establishes 
diplomatic relations with U.S.S.R., 
416; concludes alliance with 
U.S.S.R., 418; and Russia during 
Munich crisis, 426-8, 455; under 
BeneS’s leadership, 474; Slavophilism 
in, 491-2; Red Army advances into, 
5 1 1 ; ‘People’s Democracy’ in, 533-5, 
542-3* 

Daladier, E., as leader of Popular 
Front, 421; in Munich crisis, 426. 

Dan, F., 107, 346. 

Danton, 145, 268 n. i ; and Trotsky, 
273; his downfall, 345-6. 

Darlan, Admiral, 517. 

Darwin, Charles, 8. 

David, defendant in purge trial, 373. 

Deane, J. R., General, 508. 

Deborin, Professor, 365. 

Decembrists and Decembrist rising (of 
1825), lo-ii, 356, 561. 

Defeatism, revolutionary, proclaimed 
by Lenin, 125-6; and Comintern 
tactics in first phase of World War 
II, 459; abandoned by Comintern 
after 1941, 474; in 1904 Russo- 
Japanese war, 528-9. 

Dekanozov, Soviet diplomat, 445. 

Denikin, General, 210-11. 

Dickens, Charles, 568 n. i. 

Dimitrov, Georgi, and Stalin, 420. 

Djabayev, Diambul, 369. 

Djaparidze, P., 100. 

Djibiadze, S., expelled from Theolo- 
gical Seminary, 15; co-founder of 
Messame Dassy and Stalin’s tutor, 19, 
21 , 45 - 6 . 


Djugashvili, Ekaterina, Stalin’s mother, 
1—6. 

Djugashvili, J. V., jm Stalin. 

Djugashvili, Vissarion Ivanovich,^ 
Stalin’s father, 1-4; Stalin on, 4, 
115 n. I. 

Dnieper, Budienny’s defeat on, 465; 
Russian offensives on, 511. 

Dnieprostroy, 320, 329. 

Donskoy, Dimitry, 468. 

Dostoyevsky, F., his Brothers Karamazov 
quoted, 361-2. 

Drobnis, J., 260. 

Dukhonin, General, 181. 

Duma, 48, 76 ; elections to, and boycott 
of, 80; dissolved by Tsar, 95; Stalin 
on Bolshevik tactics in, 99; its role in 

19* 7 > *30. 

Dybenko, F., 177. 

Dzerzhinsky, F., 143, 155; proposes 
election of first Politbureau, 163; in 
October rising, 167; his views on op- 
pressed nationalities, 1 83 ; as founder 
of Cheka, 192; and Stalin inspecting 
Perm in 1 9 1 9, 2 1 3- 1 4 ; against march 
on Warsaw in 1920, 216; and Lenin, 
246, 250, 252; intervenes in inner- 
party strife, 259. 

Eastman, M., quotes Trotsky on Stalin, 

275. 

‘Economism’, 31-2. 

Eden, Anthony, visits Moscow in 1935, 
418; negotiates with Stalin during 
battle of Moscow, 476; and division 
of spheres of influence, 515-16; re- 
placed at Potsdam by Bevin, 548. 

Egyp*. 5 >7- 

Ehrenburg, I., 539 n. 2. 

Eisenhower, D., General, 508. 

Elbe river, as frontier between ‘two 
Germanys’, 547, 555. 

Engels, F., 39, 55, 324; on the role of 
force in history, 344. 

Eristavi, R., 17. 

Estonia, see Baltic States. 

Evacuation, industrial, ordered by 
Stalin in 1941, 466; military effect 
of, 498 ; and homelessness of evacuees, 
55t>-** 

‘Fatherland wars’ of 1812 and 19^1, 
463-4, 471-2; Russian diplomacy in, 

530-3. 

Federalism, in 1918 Constitution, 185 ; 
in Caucasus, 237; and 1944 Consti- 
tutional reform, 526. 

Finland, 78, 143; independence of, pro- 
claimed by Stalin, 181-2 ; and Russo- 
German Pact of 1939, 438; at war 



IN 

with Russia, 444-5, 447 n. i, 459; 
German troops in, 449, 451; dc- 
fcatcd by Russia in 1944, 
Russian reparation claims on, 537. 
Fischer, Ruth, 394 n. i. 

Five Year Plans, see Industrialization, 
Collectivization . 

Foch, Marshal, 538. 

Fouchi, 192. 

France, and Brest Litovsk, 186; inter- 
venes in Russia, 210; under Ver- 
sailles Peace, 389-90; and 1936-8 
Moscow trials, 372; Stalin on 
|t danger from, 408; and Russia in 
twenties, 413; concludes alliance 
with Russia, 418-19; and policy of 
appeasement, 421-2, 426-7; mili- 
tary strength of, ovcrrat^ by 
Stalin, 421, 441; negotiates with 
Russia in 1939, 43i~5: 3Jid 6rst 
Russo-Finnish war, 444; 1940 col- 
lapse of, and effect on Russia, 445, 
447-8; Allied invasion of, discussed 
at Teheran, 506-8; controversy 
between Darlan, Giraud, and de 
Gaulle, 517; and four-power con- 
trol of Germany, 526. 

French Communists: and national 
defence, 419; in Popular Front, 
422-3; between 1939 and 1941, 
459; and de Gaulle, 474, 519; 
their influence and tactics after 
World War II, 518-19, 542. 

For references to Great French Revolution 
see Revolution, French. 

Frederick the Great, 254; and Hitler, 
524; Stalin in residence of, 548. 

Free German Committee in Moscow, 
540 n. 2. 

Frumkin, Commissar of Finance, 313, 
321. 

Frunze, M., Commissar of War, 305-6. 

Gamarnik, I., 379. 

Gapon, Father, 62. 

de Gaulle, General Ch., 517; and 
French Communists, 474. 

Gavrilovich, Yugoslav Ambassador in 
Moscow, 451. 

Genghiz Khan, Stalin compared with, 

352. 

Georgia (Caucasus), serfdom in, i; 
folk-lore of, 7; abolition of serfdom 
and its consequences in, 11-13; 
peasant revolts in, in 1905,67; Russi- 
fication of, 6, 9-^10, 14-16, 1 15 n. 2; 
Russian revolutionary ideas in, 10- 
1 1 ; and Poland, 9, 1150.2; origins 
of Socialism in, 19; industrialization 
of, 20 ; Socialist trends in, 31-2, 38-9 ; < 
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as Menshevik stronghold, 69, 236; 
1905 revolution in, 77; ebb of first 
revolution in, 81 ; terrorism and parti- 
sans in, 87 ; occupied by Germany in 
i94‘» occupied by Bolsheviks in 
1921, 236; in conflict with Moscow, 
246-7; 1924 peasant rising in, 301. 
Germany, dictates peace terms at Brest 
Litovsk, 186-90; economic plan- 
ning in, during World War I, 341 ; 
protectionism in, 556; defeated in 
1918, 190, 206-7; Soviet-Polish 
war and revolution in, 215; in 1923 
crisis, 280, 289, 393-5; and 'I'reaty 
of Rapallo with Russia, 38t)-9o, 
409 ff., 414; concludes pact of non- 
aggression with Poland, 416. 
Nazi-Germany : and Russia in 1933- 
4, 414-16; opposed to Russian plan 
for ‘eastern Locarno’, 418; repu- 
diates Versailles Peace, 421 , inter- 
venes in Spanish civil war, 423-4; 
and 1936-8 Moscow trials, 372 ff.; 
during Munich crisis, 426-8; pre- 
liminaries to 1939 pact with Russia, 
432-9; conclusion of pact with 
Russia, 437-41 ; starts World War 
II, 441; defeats and partitions 
Poland, 441-3; cedes Baltic lands 
to Russia, 438, 442, 444-7; bars 
Russia from Balkans, 447-5 1 ; pro- 
p>oscs four-power pact to Russia, 
449-50; sends troops to Bulgaria, 
451 ; and Russo-Japanese rela- 
tions, 451-2; prepares invasion of 
Russia, 453; disregards Russian 
trade offers, 454; on eve of inva- 
sion of Russia, 455; unmasked to 
Russian people as aggressor, 456; 
derives advantages from Ribbcn- 
trop-Molotov pact, 457^; attacks 
Russia, 461-2; war aims of, in 
Russia according to Stalin, 463; 
defeat of, forecast by Stalin, 468; 
weakens Russia industrially, 470; 
separate peace of Russia with, 
feared by Allies, 474, 499» 5*37*4» 
Russia and west united against, 
477; tries to conquer Caucasus, 
479, 480-1; provokes revival of 
Slavophilism, 487; Stalin and 
Molotov on distinction between 
German people and, 487 n. i , 
489-90; and Russia in 1943, rela- 
tive strength of, 498"9; exploiting 
Russo-Polish antagonisrn, 500; 
called to surrender unconditionally, 
501; fear of Russia in, 539740; 
slave labour in, 559; degraded by 
Hitler’s rule, 566-9, 568 * J so*"- 
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Germany {contd.) 

renders unconditionally at Rheims 
and in Berlin, 531. 
Post-Nazi-Gcrmany: Teheran dis- 
cussion on, 510, 538; reparations 
and ‘pastoralization’ of, 501, 537; 
2uid Oder-Neissc frontier, 502, 
538; divided into four zones of 
occupation at Yalta, 527; contra- 
dictions in Stalin’s policy towards, 
536-9; seen by Stalin as striving 
for revenge, 538; effect of Nazi 
atrocities in Russia on, 539; Pots- 
dam decisions on, 544-6; ‘revolu- 
tion from above’ in eastern part of, 
546-7, 555; impact of Russia on, 
compared with Napoleon’s on 
western Germany, 555. 

German Communists or Communism: 
and Russo- Polish war of 1920,215; 
in 1923, 280, 289, 393-5; and the 
rise of Nazism, 406 ff. ; leaders of, 
purged in Moscow, 380 n. 3; con- 
fused by Ribbentrop-Molotov 
pact, 459; propaganda of, after 
1941, 474, 540 n. 2; crippled by 
Russian policy towards end of 
World War II, 537-8; ‘fits Ger- 
many as a saddle fits a cow’, 537; 
and ‘revolution from above’, 54^ 
7, 555- 

Gheladze, G., Stalin’s grandfather, 2. 

Giraud, General, 517. 

Girondists or Girondins, and Menshe- 
viks, 55-6, 346. 

Glurdjidze, G., 17. 

Goring, H., 443. 

Goethe, 568 n. i. 

Gogol, 17, 568. 

Goloshchekin, 109. 

Gorky, Maxim, his association with 
Bolsheviks, 96; and ‘God-seekers’, 
106; Lenin’s correspondence with, 
122; edits Novaya Z^izn, 164, 167; 
attacked by Stalin, 1 70-2 ; his friend- 
ship with Stalin, 368-9; his death 
and the purge trials, 372-3, 373 n. i. 

G.P.U.,or Cheka^ or N.K.V.D. (political 
police), 1 91-2, 217; and 1923 fer- 
ment in Bolshevik party, 259; over- 
hauled in 1934, 354; and assassina- 
tion of Kirov, 355; and oprichnina, 
360; staging 1936-8 trials, 372-85 
passim; in Spanish civil war, 425; 
reports on civilian morale during 
World War II, 467. 

Great Britain, 1907 and 1915 pacts 
with Russia, 388, 514-15; and Brest 
Litnvsk Peace, 186; intervenes 
against Soviet rt^gime, 195, 209-10; 


attitude of, towards Versailles Peace, 
390; Trotsky and Stalin on ‘decay* 
of, 410; Anglo-Russian Council of'*^ 
Trade Unions, 401-2; ‘appeasement’ 
in, 421-2, 426-7, 429-30; and Popu- 
lar Fronts, 423; rejects Russian pro- 
posals for international conferences 
in 1938-9, 430, 431 n. I ; guarantees 
Poland, Rumania, and Greece, 431; 
negotiates with Russia in 1939, 431- 
5; policy of, discussed by Stalin and 
Ribbentrop, 440-1 ; and first Russo- 
Finnish war, 444; Russia and Battle 
of Britain, 447-8; makes overtures to « 
Russia in 1940, 448-9; Hitler ‘stale- 
mated’ by, 449; seen by Hitler as 
‘world-wide estate in bisuikruptcy’, 
450; interested in Russo-German 
conflict, 455-6; blamed by Ribben- 
trop and Molotov as responsible for 
war, 459; and German attack on 
Russia, 461 ; British Military Mission 
in Moscow, 467 ; and the opening of 
a second front, 473, 475, 499, 506-8; 
and fear of separate Russo-German 
peace, 474, 499; refuses to recognize 
Russia’s 1941 frontiers, 476-7, 499- 
500 ; concludes twenty years’ alliance 
with Russia, 477; and Polish Govern- 
ment in London, 500, 509-10, 513- 
21; and peace terms for Germany, 
501-2; charged by Moscow with 
conducting separate peace talks, 513; 
as one of the ‘four policemen’, 514; 
and Russia divide spheres of in- 
fluence, 515-16; intervenes in foreign 
countries, 517; armed forces of, on 
Rhine, 524; accepts Germany’s sur- 
render, 53 1 , 539; relations with Russia 
after Napoleonic wars compared 
with those after World War II, 
530-1; protests against Russian 
policy in eastern Europe, 540, 5^; 
and Russian claims on Turkish 
Straits and Italian colonics, 544; and 
Potsdam decisions on Germany, 
544-6; 1945 General Election in, 
5^; and economic protectionism, 
556; dawn of capitalism in, 342-3. 

Greece, invaded by Germany, 451; in 
British sphere of influence, 515; great 
powers and civil war in, 516-17, 540, 
54L 544- 

Greek Orthodox Church, as link be- 
tween Russia and Georgia, 10; as 
instrument of Russification, 14; its 
imprint on Stalinism, 269-70; re- 
habilitated by Stalin, 490- 1 ; and 
Russian influence in Bailkans, 491, 
519, 543 ; its subordination to Russian 
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state, 491 ; hostile to Roman Catho- 
licism. 556. 

^ Griboyedov, ii. 

Grozea, Rumanian Prime Minister, 
534- 

Haider, General, 495. 

Harding, President, 296, 406. 

Harriman, A., on a visit to Stalin in 

465. 466. 

Hubert, 345. 

Heine, H., 568 n. i, 569. 

Hermogcncs, Father, 16. 

Herriot, E., 373. 

Himmler, H., 49, 513. 

Hindenburg, President, 406. 

Hitler, A., his ascendancy, 406; and 
Moscow purge trials, 376; and Social 
Democrats, 406-9; and Rapallo 
Treaty, 409, 414-15; described by 
Trotsky as ‘Super- Wrangel’, 409; 
rejects Soviet proposals on Baltic 
lands, 416; receives Sir John Simon, 
418; initiates anti-Comintern Pact, 
420; repudiates Versailles, 421; in- 
tervenes in Spanish civil war, 424; 
during Munich crisis, 426-7; after 
Munich, 428; threatens Poland and 
is silent on Russia, 432; his first 
reaction to Russian overtures, 433; 
sues for Stalin’s friendship, 435-7; 
offers his mediation between Russia 
and Japan, 440; on Russia and 
Turkish Straits, 440; and Red Army’s 
entry into Poland, 442; his relations 
with Stalin after 1939, 443-5, 447; 
invites Stalin to Berlin, 445; and 
sovietization of Baltic lands, 447; 
frames Vienna Award, 449; in con- 
ference with Molotov, 449-50; his 
first instruction on war against Russia, 
451; ignores Stalin’s overtures in 
*94i» 453» 455; disregards Schulen- 
burg’s advice on Russia, 453-4; his 
profits from his 1939-41 policy, 457-8, 
463; his initial successes in Russia, 
462, 465, 467; opens battle of Mos- 
cow, 467; orders the blowing up of 
the Kremlin, 469; ‘suspends’ battle 
of Moscow, 471; overreaches him- 
self, 472, 483; refuses to retreat to 
Polish frontier, 473 n. i ; leader of 
European counter-revolution, 474; 
loses battle of Stalin^ad, 481-4; 
hopes for Russia’s political collapse, 
485, 485 n. I ; his nationalism denied 
by Stalin, 489; his racial barbarity, 
490; mistaken on Stalin’s relations 
with generals, 493; compared with 
Stalin as commander-in-chief, 495-6, 
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512; engages bulk of his land forces 
on eastern front, 499 n. i; kept 
guessing by Stalin, 512; hoping for 
discord among Allies, 524; believed 
to be alive by Stalin at Potsdam, 
53*~2; not effectively opposed by 
German workers, 538-9; digs gulf 
between Germany and Russia, 490, 
540; banners of his army at Stalin’s 
feet, 549; his generals’ ignorance of 
Russia, 559; and Stalin, similarities 
and differences, 566-9. 

Holland, 474. 

Holtzman, defendant in purge trial, 
373- 

Holy Alliance, 514. 

Holy Synod, 490. 

Hoover, President, 296. 

Hopkins, Harry L,, Stalin’s admission 
to, 458 n. 2, 464-5, 472; on last visit 
to Stalin, 541. 

Hugo, V., 17, 18, 568 n. I. 

Hull, Cordell, 502; offers mediation 
between Poland and Russia, 513; on 
intervention in foreign countries, 
517-18. 

Hungary, Communists of, purged, 380 
n. 3; under Vienna Award, 449; 
sends troops to Russia, 484; Russian 
advance into, 51 1 ; in Russian sphere 
of influence, 515; loses Transylvania, 
534; land reform in, 535; Russian 
reparations claims on, 537; ‘revolu- 
tion from above’ in, 533-6, 542-3. 

Imperialism, its definition by Lenin, 
411 n. 1. 

Industrialization (of Russia), 294, 300, 
304; and Trade Unions, 317; dis- 
cussed in middle twenties, 320; before 
first Five-Year Plan, 321-2; under 
first Five-Year Plan, 325-43 passim; 
after two Five-Year Plans, 340 n. i ; 
Stalin’s contribution to, 341 ff. ; and 
armament, 341-2, 457, 5120. i, 557; 
and Russia’s position in World War II, 
550; and low standard of living, 551, 
557 ; and Stalin’s social policy, 335- 
40; ‘primitive accumulation’ in, 342- 
3; and ‘iron curtain’, 557-9 *» makes 
Russia second world power, 568. 

Internationals: 

Second, Socialist, or Social-Demo- 
cratic: collapse of, in 1914, 126; its 
parties in 1918, 207; and Comin- 
tern, 398-9, 401-3, 405 ff. 

Third, or Communist, or Comintern : 
initiated by Lenin, 126, 139, 208, 
419; and struggle between Stalin 
and Trotsky, 275-6, 309, 396-8; 



INDEX 


584 

Internationals: Third {corUd.) 

and German crisis of 1923, 280, 
393-4; and struggle between Stalin 
and Bukharin, 317, 396-8, 403; 
and Second International, 398-9, 
401-3, 419-20; subordinated to 
Soviets, 392-3, 396-8, 403-4, 412; 
' ‘bureaucratized’, 396-7 ; and ‘Mos- 

cow gold’, 397 n. 2; and Chinese 
revolution of 1925-7, 399-401 ; and 
Prohntern, 401-2; launches ultra- 
radical policy in 1928, 402 ff.; and 
rise of Nazism, 406-9, 415, 459; 
seventh congress of, 419-20; and 
national defence, 419-20; and 
Popular Fronts, 422-5; and Rib- 
bentrop-Molotov pact, 458-9 ; and 
Russia's alliance with the west, 
474-5; disbandment of, 475, 491; 
strength and tactics of Commun- 
ism after disbandment of, 518-19, 
542. For general study on Comintern 
and Soviet Foreign Policy see Chapter 
X, pp. 386-413, and Chapter XI, 
pp. 414-60; for further references to 
Communist policy after the disband- 
ment of the Comintern see People’s 
Democracy, Revolution From 
Above, and Germany, France, 
Poland, &c. 

Fourth (Trotskyist): 371, 385. 

Iraq, 454, 517. 

Iremashvili, J., on Stalin’s childhood, 
3 ; on Stalin’s behaviour at the Theo- 
logical Seminary, 18. 

‘Iron Curtain’, 369, 465, 544; essential 
to Stalinism, 555; elements of, in 
French, English, and Russian revolu- 
tions, 556; and Russian traditions, 
556; and Russia’s security, 556, 559; 
as variety of economic protectionism, 
556-7, 560 n. I ; and low standard of 
living, 557-8, 560 n. i ; and the great 
purges, 558; and single party system, 
558^ ; its progressive and reactionary 
functions, 559; breached in World 
War II, 559-61 ; and ‘Leninist 
revivalism’, 563-4; between Russia 
and People’s Democracies, 564; and 
‘cultural heriti^e’ of the west, 568. 

Ishraf foundation of, 33 ; its role in Rus- 
sian Socialism, 34, 44, 51, 57-8, 62. 

Italy, as partner of Third Reich, 441, 
449-50; Communist propaganda to, 
474; Churchill’s plan for invasion of, 
479; troops of, in Stalingrad battle, 
484; Stalin’s view of Allied campaign 
in, 503; Allied intervention in, 517- 
19; strength and tactics of Com- 
munism in, 518-19, 542; Badoglio’s 


Government recognized by Russia, 
518-19; allies and African colonics 
of, 544; Napoleon’s impact on, 555. 

Ivan the Terrible, see Tsars. 

Ivanovich, see Stalin. 

Jacobinism or Jacobins, and Bolshev- 
ism, 55-6, 174, 176; and rule of 
guillotine, 345-8, 382-3 ; and ‘revolu- 
tion from above’, 555. 

Japan, Russia’s 1904 war against, 57-8, 
528-9; conquers Manchuria, 334; 
and Moscow ‘treason* trials, 372; 
and Russia in thirties, 415 n. i, 420; 
Stalin on, in 1939, 429; and Hitler’s 
scheme of four-power pact, 449-50; 
signs neutrality pact with Russia, 
451; and battle of Stalingrad, 478 
n. 3; western Allies eager to turn 
Russia against, 499, 508; Stalin’s 
pledge at Yalta to tight against, 527; 
war against, not popular in Russia, 
528; Roosevclt-Stalin Yalta agree- 
ment on, 528; Russian 1945 war as 
revenge for 1 904, 528-9. 

Jordania, N., 19, 31, 236. 

‘July days’ of 1917, 147-5*- 

Kaganovich, L. M., 266, 312: as mem- 
ber of Politbureau, 354, 363, 497. 

Kaledin, General, 157; begins civil war, 
184. 

Kalinin, M., ii, 24, 36; opposed to 
Lenin’s April Theses, 140-1 ; elected 
to Politbureau, 299; vacillates be- 
tween Stalin and Rykov, 312; among 
‘liberals’ in Politbureau, 354. 

Kamenev, L., 24, 58, 60; co-edits Social 
Democrat^ 107; and Lenin, 109, 126; 
returns from Siberian exile, 13 1-2; 
opposed to Lenin’s April Theses, 

1 40-1; elected to Central Com- 
mittee, 142, 1 51; imprisoned after 
‘July days’, 152; re-elected to Central 
Committee, 154-5; released from 
prison, 155; opposed to October in- 
surrection, 159; criticized by Lenin, 
162-5; ^ member of first Polit- 
burcau, 163; heads opposition of 
moderate ^Isheviks against Lenin 
and Trotsky, 179; as ‘westerner*, 207, 
390; on Russo-Polish war of 1920, 
215; deputizes for Lenin, 231; as 
Lenin’s disciple, 235; characterized 
in Lenin’s will, 249; conducts inquiry 
into Georgian affair, 253; member 
of 1923 triumvirate, 255 ff., 273 ff.; 
defends Stalin, 272 ; against Soci^ism 
in one country, 289, 292 ; breaks with 
Stalin, 297-304; as leader of ‘joint 
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opposition*, 305-8; is expelled from 
party and recants, 31 1, 350; and 
Gorky, 369; on collectivization and 
industrialization, 318-20; Bukharin’s 
description of Stalin to, 314-15; 
charged as ‘Kirov’s assassin’, 356-7; 
in prison, 370; tried for ‘treason’ and 
shot, 372 ff. 

Kamenev, S. S., Russian military leader, 
214. 

‘Kamo’ (Ter Petrossyan), 88. 

Kant, Immanuel, 567. 

Karakhan, 145, 370, 390. 

Katyn graves, 500. 

Kautsky, K., 55. 

Kerensky, A., 130; criticized by Stalin, 
133-4; Kornilov revolt, 155-7; 
convokes Pre-parliament, 160; out- 
laws Revolutionary Military Com- 
mittee, 1 61; opposed to Finland’s 
independence, 1 8 1 ; as political pro- 
totype, 207. 

Kesselring, Field-Marshal, 539. 

Kctskhoveli, Vano, 8. 

Ketskhoveli, Vladimir (Lado), expelled 
from Tiflis Seminary, 16; as Stalin’s 
friend and tutor, 21, 22, 46; shot in 
Tiflis, 70. 

Keynes, J. M., 390. 

Khachapuridze, G., 10. 

Khashim, 47 n. 2. 

Kirov, S., 167, 307, 312; as semi-liberal, 
354; assassination of, 355; ‘Kirov 
assassins’, 358. 

Koba, see Stalin. 

Kolchak, General, 210-11. 

Kollontai, Alexandra, 154; as Com- 
missar of Public Welfare, 1 78, 207 ; as 
leader of Workers’ Opposition, 222-5; 
as Soviet Minister to Sweden, 448. 

Komsomol (Communist Youth Organi- 
zation), 329, 350; terroristic moods 
in, 353, 355-7 ; in battle of Moscow, 
470; after the war, 542. 

Kork, General, 379. 

Kornilov, General, 155-7. 

Kossior, 363. 

Krasin, L. B., 38 n. 2, 58; co-edits 
Novaya Z^tzn, 77; leads boycotters, 
96. 

Krasnov, General, 178, 181, 195. 

Krebs, Colonel, 453. 

Krestinsky, N., 154, 224, 266, 370; 

defendant in Moscow trial, 372 ff. 
Krivitsky, V. G., 380, 414. 

Kronstadt, sailors of, in ‘July days’, 
*50; against Kornilov, 156; anti- 
Bolshevik rising of, 220 ff. 

Kropotkin, Prince, 171. 

Krupskaya, Nadezhda (Lenin’s wife 


and secretary), 69, 79; on character 
of Bolshevik committee-men, 81 n. i, 
no, 123, 251; protests against erec- 
tion of Lenin Mausoleum, 269; 
against suppression of Lenin’s testa- 
ment, 272; urges inner-party peace, 
277; defends Zinoviev and Kamenev 
against Trotsky, 281 ; backs Zinoviev 
and Kamenev against Stalin, 304. 

Krylenko, N., 177, 181. 

Kuibyshev, Russia’s war-time capital, 
467. 

Kuibyshev, V., 232; as member of 
Politbureau, 312, 363; alleged to 
have been assassinated by anti-Stalin 
opposition, 373. 

Kun, Bela, 380 n. 3. 

Kurbsky, Prince, 360. 

Kurnatovsky, V., 36-7. 

Kutuzov, M., 468, 487, 549, 562-3; as 
‘genius of counter-offensive’, 471; 
Order of, instituted, 488, 492-3; as 
adherent of ‘separate peace’ with 
Napoleon, 513. 

Labour, under War Communism, 
(‘Labour Armies’), 219; under 
N.E.P., 258; under Five-Year Plans, 
317, 335-40; forced labour, 336, 358. 

Lagiyev,J., 15. 

Larin, Y., 319. 

Lashevich, M., 308-9. 

Latvia, see Baltic States. 

Laval, P., signs Russo-French alliance, 
418-19. 

League of Nations, Soviet attitude 
towards, 417-18; and Munich crisis, 
426; expels Russia, 444; never acted 
against Hitler, 525; and U.N.O., 
525. 

Leeb, Field-Marshal, 473 n. i. 

‘Legal Marxism’, 30-1. 

Lend-Lease, 498; its importance to 
Russia, 512 n. I. 

Lenin, V. I., compares Russians with 
Negroes, 13; social origin of, 24; 
attacks Narodniks^ 29-30; and ‘l^al 
Marxists’, 31 ; and ‘Economism’, 31- 
2 ; leaves Siberia and with Plekhanov 
edits Mffl, 33-4 ; his early influence 
upon Stalin, 35, 44; and Luther, 51 ; 
formulates Paragraph. I of party 
statutes, 52-4; expounds his scheme 
of revolutionary party, and is charged 
with Jacobinism, 55-7; resigns from 
Editorial B<»ard of Iskra^ 575 
Krasin, 58; as head of an under- 
ground administration, 62 ; on Russo- 
Japanese war of i 904 » 52&^5 
his opportunities in 1905, 64-0; 
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becomes interested in Stalin, 69; on 
armed insurrection, 70; on ‘demo- 
cratic dictatorship of the proletariat 
and the peasantry’, 72-3; charged 
with ‘Millerandism’, 74; convenes 
I’ammerfors conference, 78; Stalin’s 
first meeting with, 78-9; favours 
• participation in elections, 80; his 
1905 reconciliation with Martov, 81 ; 
on land problem at Stockholm Con- 
gress, 82-3 ; and fighting squads, 
848'.; and ebb of 1905 revolution, 
86; and London Congress, 90-1; 
leaves Russia after defeat of revolu- 
tion, 93; opposes ‘liquidators’ and 
boycotters, 94-6, 105 .writes Empirio- 
criticism and Materialism, and sets up 
party school at Longjumeau, iu6; on 
Plekhanov as philosopher, 365; co- 
edits Social Democrat, 107; co-opts 
Stalin in Central Committee, 109; 
his relations with Stalin before First 
World War, 1 14-19; tries to arrange 
Stalin’s escape from Siberia, 123; 
expounds revolutionary defeatism, 
125-6, 459; returns to Russia in 
‘sealed train’, 137-8; publishes April 
Theses, 139-41; foreshadows Octo- 
ber Revolution, 146-7; branded as 
German spy and goes into hiding, 
150-3 ; on prospects of the revolution, 
154; offers compromise to Men- 
sheviks, 156; plans insurrection, 
158-9; opposed by Zinoviev and 
Kamenev, 162-5; elected to first 
Politbureau, 163; as head of first 
Soviet Government, 1 77 ;' opposed 
by moderate Bolsheviks, 179-80; 
favours Brest Litovsk Peace, 187-90; 
attempt on his life, 19 1 ; his leader- 
ship in civil war, 195, 210-12; on 
‘military specialists’, 197 ; his attitude 
in Tsaritsyn controversy, 200-5; and 
Slavophilism, 207-8 ; his appreciation 
of St^in during civil war, 214; his 
attitude in Russo- Polish war in 1920, 
215-17; on Trade Unions in Soviet 
system, 219, 223-4; introduces 

N.E.P., 221 ff.; on Rabkrin, 230-1, 
246, 251-2; initiates purges, 233 ff.; 
on his fiftieth birthday, 317; and 1 92 1 
invasion of Georgia, 237; his illness, 
235 ; changes attitude towards Stalin, 
246-7 ; writes his testament, 247-50 ; 
brcalu with Stalin, 252-3; and cult 
of Leninism, 265-6; his death and 
funeral, 267-70; and Russian tradi- 
tions, 269, 271 n. I ; and ‘permanent 
revolution’, 283-4, 552-3 : and equali- 
tarianism, 338; and planned eco- 


nomy, 341 ; his premonition of 
Stalinism, 359; and Gorky, 122, 369; 
described as ‘Great Repudiator’ by 
Churchill, 505; and the Stalinism of 
>945”6» 552-3; and ‘revolution from 
above’, 554 ; ‘Leninist revivalism’, 563. 

Leonidze, G., 12. 

Lessing, E., 569. 

Liberalism (bourgeois), in the 1905 
revolution, 73-6; and Socialism, 
343-4; and terrorism under Tsars, 
355-6; and Popular Fronts, 419. 

Lie, Trygve, 385. 

Lithuania, see Baltic States. 

Litvinov, M., 61, 69; co-edits Novaya 
77; his connexion with Bol- 
shevik fighting squads, 87; in early 
years of Soviets, 390; advocates 
‘strong’ League of Nations, 418; on 
Russia’s distrust of France, 423; and 
Munich crisis, 427; denounces Nazi 
occupation of Prague, 430 ; dismissed 
in t939» 432. 

Lloyd George on Russo-British alliance, 
432 n. I. 

Locarno Pact, 409-10. 

Lominadze, 333, 392. 

Lunacharsky, A., 24, 96 ; his controversy 
with Lenin, 105; rejoins Bolsheviks 
in 1917, 145, 151; imprisoned, 152; 
released from prison, 155; as Com- 
missar of Education, 177-9; as 
‘westerner’, 207. 

Luther, M., 257-8, 258 n. i. 

Lutovinov, 257-8, 258 n. i. 

Luxemburg, Rosa, 55. 

Lvov, Prince, forms government, 130; 
Stalin’s attitude to his government, 
131-6. 

Macaulay, Lord, 327, 535. 

Maidanek, 460. 

Maisky, I., 502. 

Makharadze, Ph., i n. i, 238, 240. 

Malenkov, G. M., as member of State 
Defence Committee, 461; in Stalin- 
grad battle, 481. 

M^inovsky, Marshal, 496. 

Malinovsky, R. {agent provocateur), 109, 
122-3. 

Mandel, M., 420. 

Manstein, Field-Marshal, 484, 496 n. i . 

Manuilsky, D., his 1907 controversy 
with Lenin, 105; his association with 
Trotsky, 145; as leader of Comintern, 
420. 

Maquis, compared with Russian 
guerrillas of 1905, 85-6. 

Marshall, G., General, on ‘second front’, 
479 n- 2. 
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Martel, Lt.-Gcneral, on ^second front*, 
479 n. 2; on Russian morale in 1942, 
480. 

\ Martov, J., as founder of Menshcvism, 
31, 52-3, 62, 65; reconciled with 
Lenin in 1905, 81 ; co-edits Social 
Democrat^ 107; criticizes Stalin on 
nationalities, 185; in exile, 346. 

Marx, K., 1 9, 2 1 ; and Narodniks^ 28 n. i , 
55» 56 J quoted by Lenin, 272; on 
‘permanent i evolution’, 283; and 
levellers, 338; on ‘primitive accumu- 
lation’, 342-3; on force in history, 
344; his Communist Manifesto quoted, 
504. 

Matsuoka, his visits to Stalin in 1940 
and 1941, 451-3. 

Maupassant, G., 568 n. i. 

Mayakovsky, V., 368. 

Mdivani, Budu, 238, 240, 370. 

Medvedev, S., 309. 

Melikyants, Zakhar Gregorian, see 
Stalin. 

Menshevism or Mensheviks, origin of, 
51-4, 57, 58, 62; in 1905 revolution, 
73-8; its 1905 reunion with Bol- 
shevism, 79^0; and election to 
Duma, 80; its changing attitude in 
1906, 82; against Bolshevik fighting 
squads, 87; and ‘liquidators’, 94 ff.; 
its final split with Bolshevism, 108; 
its attitude in 1917, 135; last attempt 
at unification of Bolshevism and, 137 ; 
and first Soviet Government, 179; 
position in 1918, 1 91 ; position during 
civil war, 217, 222; and aftermath 
of civil war, 225; and Bolshevik 
oppositions, 258; trial of, 375; com- 
pared with Girondists, 55-6, 346. 

Meori Dassy (The Second Group), 19. 

Merekalov, A., 431, 433. 

Messame Dassy (The Third Group), 19, 
21-2, 31, 38-9, 46. 

Mezhlauk, V., 379. 

Mezhrayontsy ioin Bolshevik party, 145, 
154- 

Michael, King of Rumania, 519, 
534- 

Mikolajezyk, St., negotiates with Stalin, 
522, 523; reports Stalin’s views on 
German Communism, 537. 

Mikoyan, A., 312, 363, 497; and Russo- 
German negotiations in 1939, 433 
n. 2, 434. 

Miliukov, P., as Foreign Minister, 130; 
criticized by Stalin, 133-4. 

Miliutin, V., 154, 177, 179. 

Millerand and Millerandism, 74. 

Minin, Kuzma, 468, 487, 562. 

Mirbach, Count von, 191. 
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Molotov (Skryabin), V., as contributor 
to Pravda in 1912, 1 15; his opp)osition 
to Kamenev and Stalin in March 
*9*7» *3*”2, 137; and Lenin, 140-1 ; 
co-edits History of Civil War, 1 67 ; as 
secretary of party, 224, 232; elected 
to Politbureau, 299, 312; replaces 
Rykov as Premier, 333; and Stalin 
in thirties, 334, 354, 363, 497'; 

appointed Foreign Minister, 432; 
approaches German Ambassador in 
*939> 433 ff-; moves in August 
*939» 436-7; on Russia and the 
Balkans, 447-8; reports Stalin-Cripps 
conversation to German Ambassador, 
449; his 1940 visit to Hiller, 450; 
learns about German invasion of 
Greece and Y ugoslavia, 45 1 ; his secret 
protests to Germany, 453; his pact with 
Ribbentrop influences Comintern, 
458-9; announces German invasion 
of Russia, 461; exonerates German 
people, 487 n. I ; member of State 
Defence Committee, 461 ; on mission 
to Washington and London, 477; 
versus Churchill in 1942, 478; sound- 
ing western Allies on spheres of 
influence, 501; at Teheran Con- 
ference, 507; attends U.N.O. Con- 
ference at San Francisco, 540-1 ; 
voices Russian demand for share in 
control of Ruhr, 546. 

Moscow, Battle of: Stalin’s uncertainty 
of its outcome, 465; opened by 
Hitler, 467; moral crisis during, 
468-9; moral recovery caused by, 
470, 470 n. 2, 485; and Russian 
prestige in west, 477. 

Mrachkovsky, on Stalin and Zinoviev, 
305; charged with treason and shot, 
372 ff. 

Munich crisis, 386, 423; and Russia’s 
isolation, 426-7; aftermath of, 
28 ff. 

Muralov, N., 155, 260, 372 ff. 

Muranov, M., 13 1. 

Mussolini, B., intervenes in Spanish 
civil war, 424; his Lateran Pacts and 
Italian Communists, 519; his African 
Empire and Russia, 544. 

Napoleon I, ujo, 240. 439;, 

campaign compared with Hitler s, 
453» 463* 47G 2is initiator of ‘revolu- 
tion from above’, 547> 555; 
Stalin as ‘great revolutionary despots , 

566, 569-70. r. • I- \ 

Narodniks (Russian Agrarian Socialists), 
their views and methods of action, 
27—30; split at Voronezh Conference, 
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in 1879, 28; fought by Social Demo- 
crats, 28-30. 

Nationalism (Russian), its revival after 
[917 Revolution, 241-3; in World 
War II, 468, 474-8, 487-90; its 
strength and weakness, 490; and 
broader Soviet patriotism, 526 n. 3; 
, and Russo-Japanese war, 528-9; at 
loggerheads with revolution in 
Stalin’s diplomacy, 536-40, 551-2; 
damped down in middle forties, 
562-3, 563 n. 1. 

Nationalities, oppressed, their feuds in 
Caucasus, 68^; Poland and Russia, 
1 16; Socialist programme for, 117, 

1 19; their self-determination accord- 
ing to Lenin and Stalin, 182-5; 
incapable of maintaining indepen- 
dence, 194; their treatment by Stalin 
as Commissar of Nationalities, 229- 
30, 238, 240-4; their feuds in Soviet 
Caucasus, 237-8; and 1924 Con- 
stitution, 244^.; and 'cultural revo- 
lution’, 368. 

N.E.P. (New Economic Policy), intro- 
duced in 1921, 221 ff.; early years 
of, 258; debated in middle twenties, 
299-303 ; unemployment and political 
opposition during, 305 ; labour policy 
under, 335. 

Nevsky, Alexander, 468. 

Nicholas (or Nicolai) I and II, Tsars. 
Nikolayev, assassinates Kirov, 355; is 
executed, 356. 

Nisharadze, Gayoz, see Stalin. 

N. K.V.D., see G.P.U. 

Nogin, V., 154, 179. 

Norway, 454. 

Nuremberg Trial and Nazi ‘fifth 
column’ in Russia, 379 n. i. 

O. G.P.U., see G.P.U. 

Old Bolshevism or Old Bolsheviks or 
Old Guard, 202, 264; purged by 
Stalin, 345, 372-85 passim; in early 
thirties, 351-2; and terrorism, 353; 
Society of Old Bolsheviks disbanded, 
362 ; and the Stalinism of the forties, 
552 - 4 - 
Oppositions : 

‘Military Opposition’ and Tsaritsyn 
Opposition, 198-9. 

W’orkers’ Opposition, 222-5, 233. 
Group of Democratic Centralism, 
222-3. ^ 

1923 (Opposition, 258 ft 
‘Right Opposition’, 298-317 passim, 
abo Bukharin, Rykov, Tomsky. 
Joint Opposition, 305-8; its dis- 
integration, 315-16; its remnants 


in the early thirties, 348 AT. See abo 
Kamenev, Trotsky, Zinoviev. 

Ordjonikidze, S., with Stalin in Baku, 
loo-i; member of Central Com-*^ 
mittee, 109, 111; as Commissar at 
Tsaritsyn, 198; in Soviet invasion of 
Georgia, 237; conducts purge in 
Tifiis, 239-40; and the great purge 
trials, 378-9* 

Orlemanski, Father, 519-20. 

Osinsky (Obolensky), 257-8, 260. 

Papen, F., 406. 

Paris Commune, see Commune of Paris. 

Parthians, 471. 

Partisans: 

in 1905 revolution (as fighting 
squads), 71-2; discussed at Stock- 
holm Congress, 84; their character 
and activities in the Caucasus and 
Stalin’s role, 85-90; criticized at 
London Congress, 90-1. 
in World War II, 85-i, 466, 516. 

Parvus-Hclphand, 75 n. i . 

Paul, Exarch of Georgia, 15. 

Paulus, Field-Marshal, 496 n. i ; sur- 
renders to Russians, 484; and Free 
German Committee, 540 n. 2. 

People’s Democracy, 474, 504, 520-1 ; 
and Stalin’s diplomacy, 542-3; and 
‘iron curtain’, 564. 

Perovskaya, S., 29. 

Persia and Russia, 388, 514, 517. 

Peter the Great, see Tsars. 

Pctlura, Ataman, 183-4. 

Piatakov, Y., 249; in 1923 Opposition, 
260; criticized by Bukharin, 286 n. 1 ; 
‘capitulates’ to Stalin, 316, 351; as 
deputy Commissar for Heavy In- 
dustry, 370; charged with treason 
and shot, 372 ff. 

Pilsudski, J., Marshal, his romantic 
terrorism, 89-90; his Legion, 116; 
and Russo- Polish war in 1920, 214- 
17; backed by Socialists and Com- 
munists in 1926, 402 n. 2; and 
Ukrainian problem, 416 ; his followers 
in Polish ^migr^ Government in 
London, 521. 

Pirveli Das^ (The First Group), 19 n. 2. 

Plekhanov, G., breaks away from jVlaro^/- 
niksy 28; as founder of Russian Social 
Democracy, 31-2; and Lenin, edit 
Iskray 33, 44; at Second Congress, 53; 
conciliates Mensheviks, 57; in 1905 
revolution, 65; his second thoughts 
on Moscow rising of 1905, 84; against 
‘liquidators’, 95, 108; castigat^ by 
Stalin, 171; appreciated as philo- 
sopher by Lenin, 365. 
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Podvoysky, N., i66. 

Poincar^, R., 538. 

Pokrovsky, M. N., as Marxist historian, 
II n. I, 106 n. I, 145, 328 n. 1. 

Poland, and Georgia, 9; 1905 partisan 
warfare in, 89-90, 1150.2; Lenin on, 
1 1 6 ; and Brest Litovsk Peace, 1 86 ; 
at war with Russia in 1920, 214-17; 
in system of French alliances, 389; 
concludes non-aggression pact with 
Germany and Russia, 416; oppjosed 
to ^eastern Locarno’, 418; takes part 
in dismemberment of Czechoslovakia, 
427; as Britain’s ally opposed to 
alliance with Russia, 431-2 ; prospects 
of Polish-German war according to 
Stalin, 435, 437, 438 n. i ; ‘fourth 
partition’ of, 438, 441-3, 455; 
dcp>ortations from, 457, 477, 522; 
anti-Russian feeling in, 116, 459, 
521-2, 523; resumes relations with 
Russia in 1941, 467, 476-7; in con- 
flict with Russia over frontiers, 499- 
500 ; ^migr^ Government of, in Lon- 
don^ 499-500, 509-10, 513, 521; 
acquires Oder-Neisse frontier, 502, 
545; and Teheran decisions on Cur- 
zon Line, 509; pro-Soviet Govern- 
ment sponsored by Stalin in, 510, 

521- 2; Red Army enters, 500, 51 1, 
513; in Russian sphere of influence, 
514. 5*7» Warsaw rising in 1944, 

522- 4; treatment by Russia in 1815 
and 1945, 530-1; contradictions in 
Stalin’s policy towards, 536; as cor- 
ridor between Germany and Russia, 
538; ‘revolution from above’ in, 
533-^; western powers and new 
regime in, 540, 542-3; influence of 
French and Russian Revolutions and 
of Napoleon and Stalin in, 555. 

Polish Communism and Communists: 
support Trotsky in 1923-4, 276; back 
Pilsudski in 1926, 402 n. 2; purged 
in Moscow in thirties, 380 n. 3; as 
only Polish party friendly to Russia, 
52 1 ; carry out land reform, 535 ; in 
Polish Government sponsor^ by 
Stalin, 510, 521-2; in flirtation with 
Roman Catholic clergy, 519; ‘Lublin 
Poles', 522; and 'revolution from 
above’, 533-6. 

Politbureau, origin of, 163; in 1918, 
200 ; after civil war, 226; and small 
nations, 229; composition and 
organization of, in 1918-22, 231-3; 
without Lenin, 235 ff.; characterized 
in Lenin's will, 247-51; 1923 trium- 
virate inside, 255 ff. ; and Stalin in 
early twenties, 274-5; in middle 
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twenties, 297^, 301-a, 305-6, 41 1, 
495 ; opposition leaders dismissed 
from, 309-10; in late twenties, 312- 
17; orders emergency measures 
against kulaks, 313 If.; and collec- 
tivization, 330; before the purge 
trials, 353-5; its composition and 
workings in middle thirties, 363-4; 
in World War II, 492, 493, 497; and 
diplomacy, 390-1, 393, 409; and 
Fuhrerprinzip, 566 n. i. 

Political Police, see G.P.U. 

Popular Fronts, Comintern policy on, 
419-20; and diplomacy, 423. 

Poskrebyshev, A., 373 n. 1. 

Postyshev, 333. 

Potemkin, cruiser, in 1905 revolution, 63. 

Potsdam Conference, and Congress of 
Vienna, 532; revolutionary element 
in Stalin’s diplomacy at, 533, 536; 
Stalin’s demand for dismantlement 
of German industry at, 537, 546; 
dissension between Allies at, 527, 540, 
544, 548; demand for Russian base 
in Turkish Straits, 544; and future of 
Italian colonies, 544; decisions on 
Germany taken at, 544-7; on 
Poland’s western frontier, 545; Stalin 
on Chinese Communism, 529; Stalin 
asserts Hitler is alive, 531-2; and 
‘revolution from above’ in eastern 
Germany, 546-7; and atomic bomb, 
547; participants of, 548. 

Pozharsky, Dimitry, 468, 487, 562. 

Pravda, founded in 1912, 1 13-15; edited 
by Stalin, 132; attacked by Lenin, 
139; wrecked in ‘July days’, 150; 
renamed Rabochyi Put, 168. 

Preobrazhensky, E., his 1917 con- 
troversy with Stalin, 153-4; criticizes 
Stalin’s appointment to too many 
posts, 214; dismissed as party secre- 
tary, 224; in 1923 Opposition, 260, 
265 ; criticized by Bukharin, 286 n. i ; 
co-author of The ABC of Communism, 
299 n. I. 

Primakov, General, 379. 

Profintern, 401. 

Purges, their origin, in 1921, 233-4; 
1923, 259; and Trotskyist Opposition, 
31 1 ; on eve of collectivization, 313, 
316-17; in early thirties, 350; after 
assassination of Kirov, 357 ff. ; in 
1936-8, 372-85; their effect on Red 
Army, 4»5r6, 4^, 462, 494; and 
‘iron curtain', 558. 

Pushkin, A., li, 568. 

Rabkrin, see Stalin as Commissar of the 
W orkers’ and Peasants’ Inspectorate. 
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Rada (Ukrainian Provisional Govern- 
ment), formed, 183; in conflict with 
Soviets, 184-5; concludes separate 
peace with Germany, 190; Stalin 
negotiates with, 193. 

Radck, K., 24; opposes Russian march 
on Warsaw in 1920, 216; on War 
• Communism, 220; and 1923 crisis in 
Germany, 395; and Trotsky, 277; 
for conciliation between Stalin and 
Trotsky, 305; is exiled and recants, 
316. 351; co-author of 1936 Con- 
stitution, 359; as Stalin’s official 
spokesman, 370; charged with 
treason and condemned fo penal 
servitude, 372 AT. 

Radescu, General, 534. 

Rakovsky, Ch., 24, 229, 243; in diplo- 
matic service, 266 ; expelled from 
party and exiled, 31 1, 316; recants, 
35 370 » tried and condemned to 
penal servitude, 372, 375. 

Ramzin, Professor, 338, 375, 486. 

Rapallo, Russo-German Treaty of, 390, 
409; prolongation of, ratified in 1933, 
414. 

Raskolnikov, 370. 

Razin, £., Colonel, Stalin’s letter to, 
471. 

Red Army, founded, 192, 197-8; Tsarist 
officers in, 196-8; its strategy and 
tactics in civil war, 210-1 1 ; in Russo- 
Polish war, 215-17; Zinoviev opposi- 
tion in, 308-9; and collectivization, 
354; reformed in 1936, 370, 421 ; its 
condition in 1936, 425; and purge 
trials, 372, 379^1, 425-6, 494; 
Wchrmacht, 409; and revolution 
abroad, 412; crosses Polish frontier in 
t939» 442; ^ agent of revolution, 
^6, 554; Hitler’s fear of, 449; and 
Russo-German pact of 1939, 455, 
460; its strength in defence, 45^7; 
retraining of, in 1939-41, 457; only 
half-mobilized in June 1941,458; not 
hampered by one-sided strategic 
dogma, 462; its experiences in 1941, 
62 ; Stalin contemplating with- 
rawal behind Volga, 465; after 
Dnieper defeat, 467; Allied view of, 
477; dbillusioned with western Allies, 
480; on eve of Stalingrad battle, 480; 
internationalism and nationalism in, 
487-9; war-time changes in, 488; 
mass promotion of generals in, 48^9 ; 
and prisoners of war, 489; and party 
in World War II, 493; German 
generals’ view of, 495; selection of 
new commanders in, 496; recaptures 
two-thirds of Soviet territory, 498-9; 


marches into Poland, 500, 51 1, 523; 
conducts ten offensives in 1944, 5^ i~ 
12; its equipment from home pro- 
duction and Lend-Lease, 512 n. i; 
and Warsaw rising, 522-4; enters 
Warsaw, 524 ; marches into European 
vacuum, 532; reacts emotionally to 
German atrocities, 539; and eastern 
European capitalism, 542, 545; its 
1 945 victory parade, 549 ; and rise in 
standards of education, 550; its ex- 
perience of western Europe, 559-6 1 ; 
potential opposition of, 561-2. 

Red Guards, in ‘July days’, 150; inflict- 
ing defeat on Kornilov, 1 56 ; absorbed 
by Red Army, 198. 

Reed,J., 177-9. 

Reparations : 

after World War I, 409-10, 501. 
after World War II, 501-2, 537, 546; 
and dilemmas of Stalin’s foreign 
policy, 551-2. 

Resistance (to Nazi occupation), Russia 
begins to encourage, 448, 459 ; under 
bourgeois leadership, 474; Com- 
munist influence in, 518-19. - 

‘Revolution from above’, its first phases 
in Russian sphere of influence, 533 ; 
technique of, 533-4; compared with 
1917 revolution in Russia, 534-5; 
its negative and positive aspects, 
535-6; and People’s Democracy, 
542-3; in eastern Germany, 546-7; 
Napoleon and Stalin as makers of, 
547, 554-5; and Russia’s economic 
needs, 551-2; and ‘revolution from 
below’, 554; after French and Rus- 
sian revolutions, 554-5. 

Revolution, permanent (Trotsky’s 
theory), 120, 283-93 ^awiwi. 

Revolutions: 

English Puritan, 327, 344; haunted 
by fear of French intrigue and gold, 
556; its work outlasts Cromwell, 
570 - 

French Great, and Russian, 76, 
173-6, 192, 220; as prototype, 273, 
345-8, 382-3; its repercussions in 
western Germany, 547; followed 
by ‘revolution from above’, 554-5 ; 
haunted by fear of English intrigue 
and gold, 556; its work ‘reshaped* 
after Napoleon, 570. 

Russian, of 1905, 44, 62-4; its pro- 
spects discussed, 72-5 ; its ebb, 86-7. 
Russian, of 1 9 1 7, 1 29-72 ; and ‘revolu- 
tion from above’, 534-5, 554. 
Chinese, see China. 

Ribbentrop, J., 430; his impatience for 
deal with Russia, 433-4, 436; received 
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by Stalin, 437-41 ; his second visit to 
Stalin, 442; invites Stalin to Berlin, 
445 ; on Stalin’s calculations, 445 n. 4 ; 
proposes four- power pact to Stalin, 
449-50; and Stalin’s last overtures, 
453 ; Molotov’s secret protests to, 453 ; 
called ‘fiend’ by Stalin, 456; his 1939 
‘peace offensive’ echoed by Comin- 
tern, 459; -Molotov Pact on Poland 
declared null and void, 476. 

Riga Treaty, 442 n. i . 

Riutin, 333, 350. 

Robespierre, M., 53, 145, 152; and 
Lenin, 220; and Stalin, 340, 345-8, 
382-4, 566, 569. 

Rodymtsev, General, 496. 

Rodzianko, M., 123. 

Rokossovsky, Nlarshal, 467, 496; in 
Stalingrad battle, 483-4; alleged to 
have been in concentration camp, 
486; and Warsaw rising of 1944, 523; 
leads victory parade in Moscow, 549. 

Roosevelt, F. D., recognizes U.S.b.R., 
415 n. 1 ; and fear ol separate Russo- 
German peace, 474 ; refuses to recog- 
nize Russia’s 1941 frontiers, 477; 
promises second front in 1942, 477; 
hailed as Ally in Russia, 478; in- 
formed by Stalin about strength of 
Red Army in 1943, 498; urges post- 
ponement of Russo- Polish settlement, 
499; demands Germany’s uncondi- 
tional surrender, 501 ; favours ‘pasto- 
ralization’ of Germany, 501; and 
Stalin and Churchill at Feheran, 
profiles of, 503-6 ; against Churchill's 
plan for Balkan invasion, 506-7; 
accepts Curzon Line with reserva- 
tions, 509; his idea of the ‘four 
policemen’, 514; leaves Teheran, 
510-1 1 ; is non-committal on spheres 
of influence, 515; and ‘Lublin Poles’, 
522; at Yalta Conference, 524, 527; 
on France’s share in control of Ger- 
many, 526; and experiments with 
atomic bomb, 527; on prospects of 
war in Pacific, 528; and domestic 
opposition to his pro-Russian policy, 
541; and Russian reparation claims, 
546; ‘if he had been alive’, 548; 
death of, and Stalin, 540. 

Rosenberg, A., 567. 

Rotmistrov, General, 496. 

Rudzutak, L, Bolshevik Trade Union- 
ist, 222, 354, 363; as Stalin’s sup- 
porter in Politbureau, 312; in con- 
flict with Stalin, 379. 

Rumania, and Versailles Peace, 389; 
establishes relations with the 
U.S.S.R., 416; and Munich crisis, 


428 ; after Munich, 431 ; loses Bessa- 
rabia, 438, 447 ; and Vienna Award 
of 1940, 449; sends troops against 
Russia, 484; in Russian sphere of 
influence, 500, 515-16; under Russian 
occupation, 51 1; Russian interven- 
tion in, 534; regains Transylvania, 
534; Russian reparation claims on*, 
537; revolutionized from above, 
533-^» 542-3'. western powers pro- 
test against Russian policy in, 540. 

Rundstedt, Field-Marshal, 473 n. i, 
479 n. 2, 495. 

Ryazanov, U., 145, 290. 

Rykov, A., Gi, 154, 160; in first Soviet 
Government, 177; opposed to Lenin, 
1 79 ; as leader of Bolshevik right wing, 
298-317 passim; as Premier, 299; 
dismissed from post of Premier, 333 ; 
recants, 350-1, 370; charged with 
treason and executed, 372 ff. 


Saint-Just, 145. 

Saltykov-Shchedrin, 17. 

San Francisco Conference, 540-1. 

San Stefano Treaty, 543. 

Sapronov, T., 260. 

Schleicher, General, 493. 

Schulenburg, Count von, 428, 433; on 
Russia’s attitude in 1939, 435; his 
final approach to Molotov, 436-7; 
learns about Stalin-Cripps talk, 449; 
announces invasion of Greece and 
Yugoslavia, 451 ; on Stalin’s be- 
haviour during Malsuoka’s visit, 453 ; 
compared with Caulaincourt, 453-4. 

Schwarz, S., 1 10. 

Schweisguth, General, 420. 

‘Scorched earth’, 463. 

Scott, John, 332. 

‘Second Front’, and Stalin’s i 939 “ 4 * 
policy, 457; and Britain, 473, 475, 
499 . 50^7 ? ‘promised’ by Roosevelt 
and Churchill for 1942, 477; post- 
poned, 478; and invasion of Balkans, 
479, 506-7; generals’ view on post- 
ponement of, 479 n. 2, 499 n. 2 ; and 
Russian successes in the field, 499; 
discussed at Teheran, 506-8; opening 


of, 51 1. 

leminary, Theological, of Tiflis, 9, 1 3* 1 9- 
Icparatc Peace : 

in World War I, see Brest Litovsk. 
in World War II: between western 
Allies and Germany feared by 
Stalin, 473, 499» . 539; BntMn 
charged with seeking, 513; be- 
tween Germany and Russia feared 
by western Allies, 474, 499» 5 * 3"* 4« 
Icrebriakov, L., 224, 260, 372 ff. 
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Serge, V., 333-4. 

Sergey, Grand Duke, 63. 

Sergius, Metroi)olitan, 490. 

Seydlitz, General, 540 n. 2. 

Shakespeare, 568 n. i . 

Shaposhnikov, Marshal, 460, 481. 

Shaumian, S., 77, 77 n. 2, 100, 155. 

Shingarev, 142. 

Shlyapnikov, G., 24; his role in 1917, 
1 31, 1 40- 1 ; as member of first Soviet 
Government, 177; as leader of 
Workers’ Opposition, 222-4; and 
Trotskyist Opposition, 309. 

Sikorski, W., C^neral, 116 n. i; nego- 
tiates with Stalin, 467, 476, 500. 

Simon, Sir John, 418. 

Single Party System, not contemplated 
by Bolshevilu in 1905 and 1917, 73, 
191; formation of^ 217-27, 255-8, 
265 ff., 298; Politbureau’s role in, 
305-6; its effect on Bolshevism, 
314-15; and 1936-8 purge trials, 
375» 38^5; sanctioned in 1936 Con- 
stitution, 381; and war, 466, 485; 
position of Soviet officers* corps in, 
494-5, 561; and People’s Demo- 
cracy, 542-3; and ‘iron curtain*, 
558-fii, 564; Hitler’s and Stalin’s, 
compai^, 566-9. 

Skoropadsky, Hetman, 193-4. 

Skryrpnik, N., 243, 333. 

Slavophilism, and Bolshevism, 207-8, 
491-2; and Stalin, 479, 543; as re- 
action against Nazi raci^ism, 487; 
damped down in middle forties, 562. 

Smilga, I., 155, 316. 

Smirnov, I. N., 260, 349-50; in prison, 
370; charged with treason and sen- 
tenced to death, 372 ff. 

Smith, Adam, 342. 

Smolensk, Battle of, 465. 

Social Democracy, European, see Inter- 
national, Second. 

Social Democracy, Russian, or Russian 
Social Democratic Workers’ Party ; 
foundation of, 27; and Narodniks, 
28-30; and 'Legsd Marxism* and 
‘Economism’, 30-1 ; its transition 
from propaganda to agitation, 32 ; 
national unification of, 33-4; its 
influence in the Caucasus, 39; split 
into Bolsheviks and Mensheviks, 
51-4; and middle class liberalism, 
56. For further references st 0 Bol- 
shevism, Menshevism. 

Congresses and Conferences of: 
Minsk Conference in 1698, 27. 
Second Congress in 1903, 51-4. 
Stockholm Congress in 1906, 82-4. 
lx>ndun Congress, in 1907, 90-1. 


Social Revolutionaries or Agrarian 
Socialists, 1 3 1 ; in Provisional Govern- 
ment, 145; in ‘July days’, 149; - 
threatened by Kornilov, 153; reject 
Lenin’s offer of compromise, 156; on 
eve of October insurrection, 161. 

Social Revolutionaries (Left wing of the 
former), join Soviet Government, 
179-80; and Constituent Assembly, 
186; clash with Bolsheviks over Brest 
Litovsk, 1 90-1; outlawed for terror- 
istic activities, 19 1-2; and civil war, 
195; suppression of, 217, 222. 

Soci^ism in one country, 153-4; origin 
and meaning of, 281-93, 295; ‘primi- 
tive accumulation’ in, 342-3; and 
force, 343-4; and foreign policy, 
391-3; and Stalin’s policy after 
World War II, 552; and ‘iron cur- 
tain’, 55&-7. 

‘Socialism in one zone’, 552, 565. 

Sokolnikov, G., 155; as member of first 
Politbureau, 163; signs Brest Litovsk 
Treaty, 190; sides with Zinoviev 
against Stalin, 304; recants, 316; as 
member of Constitutional Commis- 
sion, 359; charged with treason, 
372 ff. 

Souvarine, B., 312-15. 

Soviet of Petersburg: 
in 1905, 63, 65. 

in 1917, origin and mode of election, 
130; and Provisional Government, 

1 34 ; Bolshevik majority in, 1 57 ; pre- 
sided over by Trotsky, 157; rallies 
for defence of Petersburg, 160; 
elects Revolutionary Military 
Committee, 1 6 1 ; its role in October 
revolution, 166 ff. 

Soviets outside Russia in 1918, 207. 

Spain, civil war in, and Stalin’s policy, 
423-4; purges in, 425. 

Spandarian, S., 100, 109. 

Spheres (or zones) of influence, 389; 
condemned by Stalin, 412-13; under 
Russo-German pact of 1939, 438-9, 
447-8, 450-1 ; and military operations 
in World War II, 500; broached by 
Allied Minbters in 1943, 500; 

crystallization of schemes al^ut, 
514; Russo-British agreement on, 
515; military and political aspects of, 
516-17; and interference in domestic 
affairs, 517-18; and Communist 
policies in eastern and western 
Europe, 517-19; and intef- Allied 
discord, 540, 541-2; in atomic age, 
565. For further references to Russian 
sphere of influerue see Revolution from 
above. 
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Stakhanovites, 370-1. 

Stalin, Joseph (Yossif) Vissarionovich 
Djugashvili: birth of, 2 ; childhood 
and schooldays at Gori, 3-^ ; at the 
Theological Seminary in Tiflis, 9, 
13-24; expelled from Seminary, 
2^; publishes verses in /6«p>a, 17; 
joins Messame Das^, 19; stigma of 
serfdom on, 24-6; Plekhanov*s and 
Lenin’s influence upon, 32-5; at 
Tiflis Observatory, 35; his first 
speech in public, 36; and Kuma- 
tovsky, 36; escapes arrest and be- 
comes underground worker, 37; 
organizes fint May Day in 
Caucasus and writes for Brdzola, 
36-9; his first political essay, 39- 
45; elected member of Tiflis Com- 
mittee, 45; as Koba in Batum, 
46-8; his arrest in 1902, 47; and 
Khashim, 47 n. 2; deport^ to 
eastern Siberia, 50 ; elected member 
of Caucasian Executive Com- 
mittee, 50; escapa from Siberia 
and returns to Tiflis in 1904, 57-8. 
his early Bokhevik period: 
joins Bokheviks, 59; meets Kame- 
nev, 60; why Bokhevism appeals to 
him, 61-2; his role in 1905 revo- 
lution, 66 ff. ; opposes tribal feuds 
in Caucasus, 69; catches Lenin’s 
eye, 69-70; associated with fight- 
ing squads, 71-2; on Provisional 
Revolutionary Government, 72-5; 
ridicules Menshevik constitutional 
scruples, 74-5; co-edits Kavkasky 
Rabochy Listok, 77; as delegate to 
Tammerfors Conference, 78; de- 
smbes hk first meeting with Lenin, 
78; for boycott- of Sections, 80; 
assumes nickname Ivanovich, 79; 
attends Stockholm Congress in 
1^06, 82-4; on land problem and 
his own ’narrow-mindedness*, 83- 
4; as ’Comrade K.’ reports on 
Stockholm Congpress, 84; hk role 
in fighting squads, 87-91 ; settles in 
Baku, 88; and Pikud^ in 1905, 
89-90; attends London Congress 
in 1 907 and reports on it, 90-1 ; on 
Trotsky’s ’beautiful uselessness’, 
92; hk activity at Baku in years 
of counter-revolution, 97 ff. ; as 
Gayoz Nkharadze, 98; writes 
under pen-name K. Cato, 100; co- 
edits Gudok and Bakins/y Proletariij 
101; in Bailov prison, 101-2; ex- 
iled to Solvychegodsk and escapes, 
103; as Zakhar Gregorian Meli- 
kyants, 103; criticizes Socialkt 
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leaders abroad, 104-5; Lenin’s 
philosophical dkputes, 106; hk 
Letters to the Social Democrat, 107; 
end of hk Caucasian period, 108. 

Koba becomes Stalin : 
becomes member of Bokhevik 
Central Committee, 109; hk do- 
portation to and escape from 
Vologda, 110-11; under alias 
Chizhikov, 110; hk first activities 
as member of Central Committee, 
112; issues Pravda, k arrested, and 
escapa, 1 1 3 ; in election to Duma, 
1 14; hk trip to Cracow and Vienna, 
115 ff.; writes essay on Marxkm 
and problem of nationalities, 117; 
meets Bukharin and Trotsky in 
Vienna, 119-20; assumes pseud- 
onym Stalin, 121 ; attacks Trotsky, 
121; praised by Lenin, 122; be- 
trayed by Malinovsky and exiled 
to Turukhansk, 122-3; ^ ‘Vassil’, 
123; and Lenin’s revolutionary 
defeatkm, 127; hk private life, 
127-8; found unfit for military 
service, 129; returns from Siberia, 

131 - 

in 1917 revolution: 

his views before Lenin’s return, 

132- 7; and Lenin’s April Theses, 
141 ff.; elected to Central Com- 
mittee, 142-3; in ‘July days’, 147- 
53 ; directs work of sixth Congress, 
153-5; re-elected to Central Com- 
mittee, 154; on sequel to Kor- 
nilov’s revolt, 156-7; on armed 
insurrection, 159, 164-5; calls for 
boycott of Pre-parliament, 162; 
in first Politbureau, 163; resigns 
from Pravda, 165; in October 
rising, 166 ff; attacks Gorky, 
170-2. 

as member of Lenin’s Government: 
appointed Commissar of Nation- 
alities, 176-7; proclaims inde- 
pendence of Finland, 181-3; 
reinterprets ‘right of self-determi- 
nation’, 182-5; negotiate with 
Ukrainian Rada, 193-41 policy 
on nationalities, surveyed, 228-30; 
hk conflict with Georgia, 236-43, 
246-7; opposed by Ukrainian 
Bokheviks, 243; his achieveinents 
as Commissar of Nationalities, 
244; as member of Lenin’s inner 
Cabinet, 180-1; in Brest Litovsk 
controversy, 1 88-^ ; organizes 
Red terror at Tsaritsyn, 191; on 
mission to Tsaritsyn, 196 ff.; pays 
homagfc to Trotsky, 206; and 
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eastern element in Bolshevism, 
207-10; his role in civil war, 210- 
14; in Russo-Polish war of 1920, 
214-17; heads Labour Army of 
Ukraine, 2ig; and N.E.P., 221; 

• in Trade Union dispute of 1921, 
223; appointed Commissar of 
Workers’ and Peasants* Inspec- 
torate (Rabkrin), 214, 230; his 
activity in Inspectorate, 230-1 ; 
as Commissar of Inspectorate at- 
tacked by Trotsky and defended 
by Lenin, 236; as Commissar of 
Inspectorate, attacked by Lenin, 
251-2. 

as General Secretary of the Party: 
appointed General Secretary, 232 ; 
accumulates power before Lenin’s 
death, 228-34; his tactics in Polit- 
bureau, 236 ff., 495; and ‘Great 
Russian chauvinism’, 240-3 ; spon- 
sors 1924 Constitution, 244 ff.; 
criticized in Lenin’s will, 248-51; 
and Lenin’s death, 253-5, 268-70; 
as member of 1923 triumvirate, 
255 ff’., 273 ff.; fights 1923 opposi- 
tion, 260-5; Trotsky’s ‘six 
mistakes’, 267 ; initiates cult of 
Lenin, 268-72; during reading of 
Lenin’s will, 272; his personal vir- 
tues and vices, 273-5; and ‘literary 
debate’ of 1924, 280-1 ; declares 
Socialism to be impossible in one 
country, 282; proclaims Socialism 
in one country, 283-93; breaks 
with Zinoviev and Kamenev, 297- 
304; makes overtures to Trotsky, 
305; fights ‘joint opposition’, 305- 
10; obtains opposition’s expulsion 
at fifteenth Congress, 311; breaks 
with right Bolsheviks, 312 ff., 404; 
described by Bukharin to Kame- 
nev, 314-15; hailed as ‘Lenin of 
to-day’, 317; as inspirer of Five- 
Year Plans, 294-7 > initiates ‘emer- 
gency measures’ against kulaks, 
313 if., 319-20; dubs Zinoviev and 
Trotsky ‘super-industrializers’, 320; 
his policy of industrialization, 321- 
2, 325-32 passim', his policy of 
collectivization, 322-5, 330-2; his 
nationalist appeal in 1931, 328; 
nadir of his popularity during col- 
lectivization, 332; opposition in 
his immediate entourage, 333, 
349-50, 352; his wife’s suicide, 
333-4; his alleged resignation and 
Molotov’s intervention in his 
favour, 334; his social policy, 335-^ 


40; introduces direction of labour, 
335 ~ 6 i ‘Soviet intelligentsia’, 
337 i fights against equ^tarian 
trends, 338-9; his contribution to 
economic planning, 341-2; and 
role of force in history, 343-4; 
and rule of guillotine in French 
and Russian revolutions, 345-8; 
his semi-liberal spell, 354; his 
reaction to assassination of IGrov, 
355; and Tsarist tradition, 355- 
6, 359-60; bargains with Zinoviev 
and Kamenev over formula of 
their recantation, 356-7; fears i 
conspiracy inside Kremlin, 357; 
sends Zhdanov to purge Lenin- 
grad, 358; his revenge on op- 
position, 358; sponsors 1936 Con- 
stitution, 359, 381; features of 
great Tsars in, 360; and Dostoy- 
evsky’s Grand Inquisitor, 361-2; 
disbands Society of Old Bolsheviks, 
362 ; in the Politbureau of middle 
ffiirties, 363-4; and Russia’s intel- 
lectual lif(^ 364-8; his role in the 
great purge trials, 371-84 passim -, 
and assassination of Trotsky, 385 ; 
edits Short Course of History of 
C.P.S.U., 381-2. ‘ 

his foreign policy and the Comin- 
tern: 

1923-41, see Chapters X and XI, 
pp. 386-460; his low view of Co- 
mintern, 391-2, 396, 405 n. 2, 
411-12; subordinates Comintern 
to Soviet diplomacy, 392-3, 398; 
on 1923 crisis in Germany, 393-5; 
and Chinese revolution, 399-403; 
and British Trade Unions, 401-2; 
and ultra-radical Comintern 
policy, 404 ff. ; his view on Fascism, 
406-7; on Versailles Peace and 
Locarno Pact, 410; his secret * 
speech in 1925 on Russia and 
war, 41 1-12; condenms spheres of 
influence, 413; his early attitude 
towards Third Reich, 414-15; as 
defender of diplomatic status quo, 
417; receives Eden, Laval, and 
BeneS in 1935, 418; and defence of 
France, 41^-19; and G. Dimitrov, 
420 ; on ‘collective security’, 420-2 ; 
on ‘misunderstanding’ about world 
revolution, 422 ; and Spanish civil 
war, 424-5; his attitude during 
Munich crisis, 426-7; seeks rap- 
prochement with Germany, 428, ^ 
431-2; his speech at par^ con- 
gress in 1939, 428-30; dismisses 
Litvinov, 432; his further ap- 
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proaches to Hitler, 433, 433 n. 2 ; 
his 1939 dilemma, 434-5. 437-8; 
wooed by Hitler, 436-7; decides 
to conclude pact with Germany, 
437-4* ; surprised by Poland’s 
rapid collapse, 441 ; modifies pact 
with Germany, 441-2; unites 
Polish Ukraine with Soviet Uk- 
raine, 442; his attitude to Hitler 
after 1939, 443-5; his policy in 
Baltic lands, 444-7; celebrates his 
sixtieth birthday and exchanges 
messages with Hitler, 445; rejects 
Hitler’s invitation to Berlin, 445; 
his reaction to French defeat in 
1940, 445-8; as claimant to 

Tsarist patrimony, 446-7, 514-15, 
528-9; and Battle of Britain, 447; 
his claims in Balkans, 448-51 ; and 
Sir Stafford Cripps, 44&H9) 453 n- 2, 

455- 6; and Hitler’s propos^ for 
four-power pact, 449-51; and 
Yugoslavia, 451 ; negotiates Pact 
of Neutrality with Japan, 451-3; 
his last overtures to Hitler before 
German attack, 453, 455; warned 
by Churchill about German inva- 
sion, 453 ; becomes Prime Minister, 
454; his desperate attempt to pre- 
serve peace with Germany, 454-5; 
balance of his 1939-41 diplomacy, 

456- 60, 550; his realism and its 
limitations, 459-60. 

his role in World War II, and after: 
his silence in first days of German 
invasion, 461 ; forms State Defence 
Committee, 461 ; strength and 
weakness of his position, 461-2, 
466-7; his speech of 3 July 1941, 
462-4; admits that he did not 
expect German attack, 464; asks 
for American and British military 
aid, 464-5; shows signs of depres- 
sion, 465 ; on his errors and magna- 
nimity of Russian people, 465 ; at 
work during war, 466-7 ; dismisses 
Voroshilov and Budienny from 
command, 467 ; his appearance 
and speech on anniversary of revo- 
lution, 468 ; his presence in Moscow 
after evacuation of Government, 
469; invokes spirits of Imperial 
past, 468; and reality of war, 469- 
70; orders counter-offensive from 
Moscow, 471 ; his two explanations 
of Russian defeats in 194 1-2, 
47 *-2; gambles on Hitler’s arro- 
gance, 472, 483 ; calls for victory in 
>942. 472-3; fears separate peace 
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bc^een Germany and western 
Allies, 473-4, 480, 499; refrains 
from class war, 474-5; disbands 
Comintern, 475, 491; on 'second 
front’, 475 n. i, 477, 478-9, 503; 
asks western Allies to recognize 
Russia’s 1941 frontiers, 475-7; hSs 
war-time popularity in Allied 
countriw, 477; his clash with 
Churchill in August 19^2, 478-9; 
his 'capriciousness’ during Chur- 
chill’s visit, 479-80; his personal 
stake in Stalingrad battle, 479, 
481-2; on bombardment of Ger- 
man cities, 480; and 1942 slump 
in morale, 480; his directives for 
Battle of Stalingrad, 481-4, 496 
n. 1 ; arranges domestic truce, 485- 
7; fosters war-time nationalism, 

488- 90, 505; assumes rank of 
Marsh^, 488; makes distinction 
between Nazis and German people, 

489- 90, 539; his propagandists 
ignore that distinction, 490, 539; 
ineffectiveness of his ideological 
warfare against Nazism, 490, 539- 
40; rehabilitates Greek Orth^ox 
Church, 491 ; fosters Slavophilism, 

491- 2; duality of his outlook, 

492- 3. 505; and his generals, 
493“5. 497. 5*3; commander- 
in-chief, compared with Hitler, 
495-6, 51 i-i 2 ; on Russia’s strength 
in 1943, 498-9; his diplomatic 
trumps in 1944, 499; against 
Polish Government in London, 
499-500; sounding western Allies 
on spheres of influence, 500-1 ; on 
Germany’s unconditional sur- 
render, 501 ; proposes new Polish- 
German frontier, 502. 

reluctant to meet Roosevelt and 
Churchill, 502-3; and Roosevelt 
and Churchill at Teheran, profiles 
of, 503-6; clashes with Churchill 
over ‘second front’ and Balkan in- 
vasion, 506-7 ; and appointment of 
General Eisenhower as C.-in-C., 
508; accepts Curzon Line as 
Russo-Polish frontier, 509-10, 513; 
toasts Churchill and receives British 
sword of honour for Stalingrad, 
510; announces intention to fight 
Japan, 508; rejects American 
mediation between Russia and 
Poland, 513; and Roosevelt’s idea 
of ‘four policemen’, 514; and 
Russian influence in eastern 
Europe, 514-15; ‘disinterested* in 
civil war in Greece, 516-17; his 



INDKX 


596 

Stalin, Joseph (contd.) 

friendship with Churchill, 517; 
keeps hands off western spheres of 
influence, 518; surprised by growth 
of western European Communism, 
518 n. i; backs Badoglio against 
Left, 519; receives Father Orle- 
manski, 5 1 9-20 ; his declaration on 
policy towards Vatican, 520; 
sponsors Polish Committee of 
Liberation, 521-2; negotiates with 
Mikolajezyk, 522-3; and Warsaw 
rising of 1944, 522-4. 

at Yalta Conference, 524; his 
dialogue with Churchill on future 
conflict, 525; his attitude towards 
U.N.O., 526, 540-1 ; obtains sepa- 
rate votes in U.N.O. for Ukraine 
and Byelorussia, 526-7; his pledge 
to join war against Japan, 527-8; 
on Russia and Japan in 1905 and 
1945, 528-9; tradition and revolu- 
tion in his policy, 529-30, 536-40; 
and Alexander I, 530-3 ; dis- 
believes reports on Hitler’s suicide, 
531-2; as inspirer of ‘revolution 
from above’, 533-6; his contempt 
of German Communism, 537-8; 
fears German revenge, 538; brist- 
ling with suspicion towards end 
of war, 540-1 ; and Truman, 541 ; 
sponsors ‘People’s Democracy*, 
542-3; at Potsdam Conference, 
544-8; favours Oder-Neisse fron- 
tier, 545; and Allied control of 
Ruhr, 546; destroys Junker class, 
546; and atomic bomb, 547, 565. 

takes victory parade in Moscow, 
549; ‘Generalissimo’ and ‘Hero of 
Soviet Union’, 549; his popularity 
in victory, 549-50; and aftermath 
of war, 551 ; his position with re- 
gard to Socialism in one country, 
552; his evolution during forties, 
552-4; compared with Napoleon 
as half^nqueror and half-revolu- 
tionary, 554-5; and ‘iron curtain’, 
555-9; distrusts his officers’ corps, 
561; dismisses Zhukov, 562; and 
cult of great Tsars, 562-3 ; sponsors 
‘Leninist revivalism’, 563-4; main- 
tains two 'iron curtains’, 564. 
General appreciation of his role, 

Stalingrad (Tsaritsyn), 155, 191-2; 
Stalin’s mission to, in 1918, 
‘Tsaritsyn group', 198-9, 467; igx8 
battles of, 203-5 ; named Stalingrad, 
205; receives British sword of honour, 
510. 


Stalingrad, Battle of. Far Eastern re- 
serve in, 478 n. 3; moral importance 
of, 479, 481 ; and ‘second front’, 479- 
80; course of operations in, 481-4, 
435 » 496 n. I ; abolition of political 
commissars during, 488. 

Stalsky, Suleyman, 369. 

Stavkoy Russian G.H.Q., 466. 

Stolypin, P., Prime Minister during 
counter-revolution, 66, 93; assassi- 
nated, no. 

Straits (Turkish), Stalin on, in 1917, 
133-4, 388; discussed by Stalin and 
Ribbentrop, 440-1 ; Stalin and Molo- 
tov on, 448-9; Anglo-Russian 1915 
agreement on, 388, 514-15; in Tsars’ 
and Stalin’s policy, 530; discussed at 
Potsdam Conference, 544. 

Struve, P., 30. 

Sukhanov, N., 140. 

Sun Yat-Sen, 399. 

Suvorov, Alexander, 468, 487, 493, 
562 ; Order of, 488, 492. 

Svanidze, Ekaterina, Stalin’s first wife, 
127. 

Sverdlov, J., 115, 123; in exile with 
Stalin, 124; as member of Central 
Committee and organizer, 142, 144; 
at sixth Congress, 154; in October 
rising, 167, 180; mediates between 
Stalin and Trotsky, 205-6. 

Syrtsov, 333. 

Sytin, Commander of Southern front in 
1918, 199; and Voroshilov, 204. 

Tedder, Air-Chief Marshal, 524. 

Teheran Conference, Stalin reveab 
Red Army’s strength at, 498; pre- 
liminaries to, 502-3; profiles of Stalin, 
Churchill, and Roosevelt at, 503-5, 
510; alleged plot against participants 
of, 506; ‘second front’ and Balkan 
invasion discussed at, 506-8; Stalin 
on Russia and Japan, 508; results in 
division of Europe, 508; Roosevelt’s 
project of ‘four policemen’, 514; 
Stalin’s military advice to Allies, 
508; Curzon Line accepted at, 
508-10; discussion on Germany at, 
5*o» 537» 538; social ceremonies, 510; 
end of, 51 1 ; sequel to, 513-15; and 
‘revolution from above’, 536. 

Thackeray, 17. 

Timoshenko, Marshal, 461, 480 n. 2. 

Tito, Marshal, 507. 

Tolstoy, Alexei, 487. 

Tolstoy, Leo, 108, 367, 368, 568. 

Tomsky, M., 24; elected to Polit- 
bureau, 232 ; in Tra^g^Union contro- 
versy of 1921, 222; and 1923 trium- 
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viratc, 255; as leader of Bolshevik 
right wing, 298-317 ptusim, 402; 
recants, 350; commits suicide, 372. 

Totalitarianism, see Single Party System. 

Trade Unions, and Socialism, 31, 55; 
in Caucasus, 98-101 ; after Bolshevik 
revolution, 217; and militarization 
of labour, 219; their role in Soviet 
system, 222 ff.; under N.E.P., 258; 
and industrialization, 317; Russian 
and British, 399, 401-2; Inter- 
nationals of, 401. 

Trotsky, Leon (also N.), his social 
origin, 24; as contributor to Iskra^ 44; 
at second Congress, 51 ; charges 
Lenin with Jacobinism, 55-6; mis- 
taken on Stalin’s ’Menshevism*, 59; as 
Chairman of Petersburg Soviet in 
*905. 63; his role in 1905 and 1917, 
65-6 ; forecasts proletarian dictatorship 
in Russia, 75 ; edits Nachalo^ 77 ; indicts 
Bolshevik hghting squads, 87; and 
Stalin in 1907, 92, 107; heads anti- 
Lenin groups in 1912, 109; on Stalin 
in 1912, 1 14-15; meets Stalin in 
1913, 119-20; is described by Stalin 
as ^noisy champion*, 121; preaches 
‘neither victory nor defeat’ in World 
War I, 126; returns to Russia and 
joins Bolsheviks in 1917, 144-5; his 
behaviour in ‘July days’, 149; im- 
prisoned under Kerensky, 152; on 
prospects of revolution, 154; released 
from prison, 155; his tactics during 
Kornilov’s mutiny, 156; as President 
of Petersburg Soviet, 157; on armed 
insurrection, 159, 163-4; heads 

Revolutionary Military Committee, 
161 ; as member of first Politbureau, 
163; his leadership in October rising, 
167 ff.; as Commissar of Foreign 
Affairs, 1 77 ; his exclusion from Soviet 
Government demanded by Men- 
sheviks, 179; as member of Lenin’s ^ 
inner Cabinet, 180; his i>eace appeal, ' 
186; his attitude in Brest Litovsk 
controversy, 187-90; escapes attempt 
on his life, 191; as founder of R^ 
Army, 192; his leadership in civil 
war, 195, 210-12, 469; in conflict 
with Stalin and ‘Tsaritsyn group’, 
199 467; and Old Bolsheviks, 

202; honoured by Stalin in 1918, 
206; as ‘westerner’, 207-10; and con- 
duct of foreign policy, 390; opposed 
to Soviet march on Warsaw, 215-17; 
on militarization of labour, 219; in 
Trade Union dispute of 1921, 223-4; 
endorses ban on oppositions, 224; 
and Lenin’s illness, 235 ff. ; and 


Soviet invasion of Georgia, 237; 
characterized in Lenin’s will, 24^ 
51 ; suggests that Stalin assassinated 
Lenin, 253 n. 1 ; with Lenin against 
Stalin, 253-5; and 1923 triumvirate, 
255 ff., 273 ff.; his revolutionary 
optimism, 261-2; his arrest proposed 
by Zinoviev, 264; and cult of Lenin- 
ism, 266, 276-8. 

His absence from Lenin’s funeral, 
268; and Lenin’s will, 272; his 
Lessons of October, 279-81; his ‘per- 
manent revolution’, 283-93 passim; 
resigns as Commissar of War, 297; 
coalesces with Zinoviev and Kame- 
nev against Stalin, 305-8; expelled 
from Politbureau and party, 309-1 1 ; 
his ‘Clemenceau statement’, 310, 
377; expelled from Russia, 315-16; 
denounces Stalin as defender of new 
privilege, 339; his aedvities in Turk- 
ish exile, 348 ff. ; tries to create 
Fourth International, 371, 385; as 
chief defendant in Moscow trials, 
372-82 passim; forecasts Stalin’s 
downfall, 382 ; assassinated in Mexico, 

385- 

On Stalin and Comintern, 391-2; 
and German 1923 crisis, 395; on 
Chinese revolution, 400- 1 ; on 
Nazism and Comintern, 408-9; 
on American-British rivalry, 410; on 
Stalin and western Ukraine, 442 n. 1 ; 
on conflict between productive forces 
and national frontiers, 551-2, 560 
n. i; his ‘posthumous victory’, 552; 
and ‘revolution from above’, 552-4. 
Troyanovsky, A., 119. 

Truman, President Harry, and Stalin, 

54L 547- ^ 

Tsaritsyn, see Stalingrad. 

Tsars: 

Alexander I, 549; annexes Finland, 

1 81 ; his ‘liberalism*, 356; compared 
with Stalin, 360, 439, 5 * 3 -* 4 . 
530-3; and Decembrist rising, 561. 
Alexander II, 29, 356, 555. 
Alexander III, 29, 353, 356. 

Ivan the Terrible, 295, 352; com- 
pared with Stalin, 360, 562. 
Nicholas (or Nicolai) I, 10, 356, 360. 
Nicholas (or Nicolai) II, 63; his 
policy in 1905 revolution, 76-7; 
dissolves Dumas, 95 ; abdicates, 
130; his ghost haunts Stalin, 376-7. 
Peter the Great, 295, 321, 360; his 
army regulations imitated, 488; 
glorificadon of, 562-3. 

Tscrctelli, G., 19. 

Tsintsadze, Kote, 88. 
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Tskhakaya, M., 15, 16. spheres of influence, 514; and inter- 

Tsulukidze, S., Stsdin’s friend and tutor, vention in domestic affairs of other 


21, 22; dies of consumption, 70. 

Tukhachevsky, M., Marshal, in Russo- 
Polish war of 1920, 215-17; sup- 
presses Kronstadt rising in 1921, 220; 
promoted Marshal, 370; reorganizes 
‘Red Army, 421 n. i, 494; his warn- 
ing on Nazi danger, 42 1 n. i ; charged 
with treason, 372, 409 n. 2, 493; his 
‘disciples’ * role in World War II, 486. 

Turkey, see Straits. 

Uborcvich, General, 379. 

Uglanov, N., 312, 350. 

Ukraine, demands independence, 183- 
4; and Brest Litovsk Peace, 186, 190, 
193-4; in Russo- Polish war, 214-15; 
Labour Armies in, 219; under 
Rakovsky in conflict with Moscow, 
243; and 1924 Constitution, 244 ff.; 
during collectivization, 333 ; and 
Poland, 416, 476; and Lebensraumy 
420, 430; reunion of, in 1939, 442, 
476; German invasion of, 465, 467; 
pro-German elements in, 485; and 
Byelorussia obtain separate vote in 
U.N.O., 526-7. 

* Unconditional surrender* of Germany, 
origin of formula and Stalin*s view 
on, 501 ; at Rheims and in Berlin, 

531* 

United Nations Organization, Yalta 
discussion on, 525, 540; great powers 
and small states in, 526 ; multiple vote 
in, 526-7; accession of neutr^ states 
to, 527; clause on veto in Statutes of, 

525- 

United States of America, serfdom in 
Russia and slavery in, 13; in World 
War I, 186; intervenes in Russia, 
195; war of Independence and Civil 
war, 344; Trotsky and Stalin on 
antagonism between Britain and, 
410; recognizes U.S.S.R., 410, 415 
n. 1 ; its military potential appre- 
ciate by Stalin in 1939, 429-30; 
warns Russia about Carman inva- 
sion, 453 n. 2; and German inva- 
sion of Russia, 461 ; troops of, in 
Russia ‘welcomed* by Stalin, 464; 
enters World War II, 473; opens 
credit to Russia, 473; and fear of 
separate Russo-C^rman peace, 474, 
4 ^f refuses to recognize Russia’s 
1941 frontiers, 476-7, 499“50o; 

favours ‘second front* rather than 
Balkan invasion, 506-8; and Russo- 
Polish conflict, 50^-9 ; and Germany’s 
‘unconditional surrender’, 501; and 


countries, 517-18; military position ^ 
of, during Yalta Conference, 524; 
rejects Russian proposal for U.N.O. 
airforce, 526; and multiple vote in 
U.N.O., 527; its control of Japan, 
and Stalin, 529; Germany surrenders 
to* 53** 539; ‘polarization’ of power 
between Russia and, 532, 565; op- 
poses Russian policy in eastern 
Europe, 540; and Military Govern- 
ment in Germany, 545 ; and Potsdam 
decisions, 544-6; atomic weapon and 
diplomacy of, 527-8, 547, 565; and 
Russia’s economic position after the 
war, 551; and economic protection- 
ism, 556-7. 

Uritsky, M., 154, 167, 191. 

Ustrialov, Professor N. V., 242-3 n. i, 
486. 

Varga, Professor E., 501-2. 

‘Vassil’, see Stalin. 

Vassilevsky, Marshal, 467, 496; in 
Stalingrad battle, 481-3, 496 n. i. 

Vatican, and Italian Communists, 519; 
Stalin’s overtures to, 520. 

Vatutin, General, 483-4, 496. 

Vatzetis, Colonel J., 198, 213. 

Versailles Peace, and Bolshevik policy, 
389-90, 409-10; Stalin criticizes, 
415, 417; defended by Stalin, 418; 
repudiated by Hitler, 42 1 ; dominated 
by great powers, 514. 

Victor Emmanuel, King of Italy, 517, 
519. 

Voikov, 309. 

Volodarsky, V., 148, 191. 

Voronezh Conference of Narodniks, 28. 

Voronov, Marshal, 483-4, 496. 

Voroshilov, Marsh^ K., as leader 
of oil workers at Baku, 100; and 
Stalin legend, 167; as commander at 
Tsaritsyn, 191, 198, 203; castigated 
by Trotsky, 204-5; transferred to 
Ukraine, 206; elected to Politbureau, 
299; appointed Commissar of War, 
308, 310; vacillates between right 
Bolsheviks and Stalin, 312, 354; as 
Stalin’s friend and supporter, 333, 
363 ; signs Tukhachevsky ’s death W2ur- 
rant, 380 ; negotiates with British and 
French in 1939, 434; in ch^ge of 
northern front, in 1941, and member 
of State Defence Committee, 461; 
dismissed from command, 467, 495; 
at Teheran Conference, 507. 

Voytinsky, V., 132. 

Voznesensky, N., 458 n. 2, 470. 



INDEX 


Vyshinsky, A., appointed Attorney- 
General, 354; co-author of 1936 

^ Constitution, 359 ; Prosecutor in great 
purge trials, 373 ff., 558; sovietizcs 
Latvia, 445; intervenes in Rumania, 
534 - 

War Communism, 219-21. 

Warsaw rising of 1944, 522-4. 

Weygand, General, 216, 444. 

White Armies (or Guards), their initial 
success in civil war, 195; and Tsarist 
officers in Red Army, 198; and fight 
for Tsaritsyn, 203-4; defeat of, 210- 
12; and Kronstadt rising of 1921, 
220; members of, enfranchised under 
1936 Constitution, 381. 

Wilhelmina, Queen of Holland, 474. 

Wollenberg, E., 380, 414. 

World War I, 125-7, *29, 181, 189-90; 
Russian memory of, 376; Bolshevik 
tactics in, 125-7, 411, 459; Russian 
and German strength in, 499 n. 2, 
512 n. I. 

World War II, Russia and prelude to, 
417-41; forecast by Stalin, 410; 
Communist attitude in, 411-12, 
458-9, 474-5; and civil war in 
Spain, 424; discussed by Stalin in 
1939* 429; and Russo-German 
Pact, 437, 455, 456-60; memoirists 
of, 464; Carman and Russian 
strength in, 470, 498-9, 499 n. 2, 
512 n. i; United States entry in, 
473; Russian interest in Pacific 
w*ir, 527-9; Russian losses in, 
550-1 ; Germany’s surrender in, 
531 ; and ‘revolution from above*, 
535. 554; war economy in, 557; 
atomic aftermath of, 565. 

Some campaigns and battles: 

German-Polish war, 441-2; first 
Russo-Finnish war, 444-5 ; ‘phoney 
war’, 444; German conquest of 
France, 445; Battle of Britain, 
447-8; Yugoslav and Greek wars, 
451; ‘second front*, 457, 473-8, 
51 1 ; Battle of Ardennes, 524. 
Russo-German war: 
state of armies in 1941, 458; first 
German offensive, 461-2 ; Battle of 
Moscow, 465-71 ; Battle of Stalin- 
grad, 481-4; Russian offensive in 
summer 1943, 498-9; 1944 Rus- 
sian offensives, 511-12; Warsaw 
rising, 522-4; Battle of Berlin, 
564 n. I. 

Wrangcl, General, 21 1, 217. 

Vagoda, H., his role in first purge trials. 
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372 ff.; charged with treason and 
shot, 384. 

Yakir, General, 379. 

Yalta Conference, military background 
of, 524; dialogue on world domina- 
tion between Stalin and Churchill, 
525, 5^; position of France discussed, 
526; discussion over U.N.O., 526-7* 
weakening of ‘Big Three’ solidarity, 
527, 540; plans for occupation of 
Germany adopted, 527; Stalin’s pro- 
posal for dismantlement of German 
industry, 537; and Russia's war 
against Japan, 527; Stalin’s secret 
agreement with Roosevelt on Far 
East, 528; disagreement over U.N.O 
patched up, 540; and revolutionary 
element in Stalin’s diplomacy, 533, 

536- 

Yankovsky, General, 15. 

Yaroslavsky, E., 19, 79; as secretary of 
the party, 224; disavowed as party 
historian, 382; on Caucasus in 1942, 
480. 

Yegorov, Marshal A., in 1920 Russo- 
Polish war, 215-16; promoted Mar- 
shal, 370; purged, 380. 

Yenukidze brothers, 100. 

Yeremenko, General, 483-4, 496. 

Yermolov, General, lo-ii. 

Yesenin, S., 368. 

Yezhov, N., 49; his role in trial of Old 
Guard, 372 ff. ; his execution, 384. 

Yoffc, A., 145, 155, 266. 

Yudenich, General, 209-12. 

Yugoslavia, invaded by Germany, 451 ; 
Minister of, asked to leave Russia, 
454; Slavophilism in, 491-2; Russia 
and Britain to share influence over, 
516; western powers’ opposition to 
Tito regime, 540. 

Yureniev, K., 145. 


Zalutsky, P., 131. 

Zasulich, Vera, 31, 171. 

Zetkin, Klara, her reminiscences of 
Lenin, 215, 217 n. i. 

Zhdanov, A., 167, 497; his role during 
great purges, 353 n. i, 358; sovietizcs 
Estonia, 445. 

Zhukov, Marsha], 467, 496; in Stalin- 
grad battle, 481-3; his eclipse after 
the war, 483 n. i, 562, 562 n. i; 
accepts German surrender in Berlin, 
531; at victory parade in Moscow, 
549; reasons for his dismissal, 561-2. 

Zinoviev, G., 24; co-edits Social Demo^ 
craty 107; member of Central Com- 
mittee, 109; with Lenin in World 
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War I, 126; in ‘July days*, 149; is 
indicted as German spy and goes 
into hiding, 151 ; re-elected to Central 
Committee, 154-5; opposed Octo- 
ber insurrection, 159; attacked by 
Lenin, 162-5; ^ member of hrst 
Politbureau, 163; urges coalition of 
all Socialists, 179; in Brest Litovsk 
controversy, 192; and 1918 revolu- 
tions in Europe, 207; on Russo-Polish 
war, 215; sponsors Stalin as Com- 
missar of Rabkrin, 230; re-elected to 
Politbureau, 232 ; as Lenin’s disciple, 
235; characterized in Lenin’s will, 
249; member of 1923 triumvirate, 
255 ff*, 273 ff.; and 1923 crisis in 
Germany, 395; demands Trotsky’s 
arrest, 264; declares Lenin’s verdict 


on Stalin invalid, 272; demands 
recantation from Trotsky, 278;^ 
attacked by Trotsky, 279-80; against * 
Socialism in one country, 289, 292; 
breaks with Stalin, 297-304; as 
leader of Joint Opposition, 305-8 ; 
dismissed from Politbureau and 
Presidency of Comintern, 309, 398; 
is expelled from party and recants, 
3”> 316, 350; on collectivization, 
318; on industrialization, 320; his 
second expulsion and recantation, 
350; and assassination of Kirov, 
355-7, 370; as defendant in Moscow* 
tnalr372 ff. 

Zola, £., 568 n. i. 

Zones of influence, see Spheres of 
influence. 




